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Honorable  Ge  orge  H.  Earle ,  III, 
Governor  of  Pennsylvania, 
Harri sburg,  Pennsylvania. 

My  dear  Governor: 

This  Department  has  received  numerous  requests  fromx 
legislative  committees",  and  from  members  of  both  branches  of  the  Legis- 
lature for  information  pertaining  to  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Board. 
It  is  believed  that  practically  all  these  requests  will  be  answered  by 
our  audit  report  on  the  operations  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Board 
for  the  year  ended  May  31,  1935.     Unfortunately,  due  to  the  tremendous 
volume  of  work  necessary  to  make  an  audit  of  this  type,  the  report  will 
not  be  completed  for  an  indefinite  time.    With  information  concerning 
the  relief  problem  so  definitely  in  demand,  it  is  deemed  advisable  to 
submdt  a  special  report,  in  order  that  results  which  have  been  obtained 
thus  far  can  be  made  available  for  consideration. 

Therefore,  we  are  submitting  at  this  time  a 


SPECIAL  REPORT  ON  Tlffl  STATE  EMERGE^ICY  RELIU^  BOARD 


In  consi-dering  the  \in employment  relief  problem  in  Pennsylvania 
there  are  two  basic  questions: 


1.  At  what  standard  are  we  to  maintain  our 

relief  cases. 

2.  ^o  is  eligible  for  relief  on  the  basis 

of  the  standards  established. 

This  report  has  been  confined  exclusively  to  these  two  funda- 
mental questions.    For  the  reader's  convenience  it  is  divided  as  follows: 

Part  I        Relief  Standards 

Part  II      Results  of  Eligibility  Investigations 
Part  III    Discussion  of  Ineligibility  Problem 

The  report  consists  of  44  pages  of  comments  and  the  twenty- two 
following  exhibits: 


Exhibit  I 


Exhibit  II 


Exhibit  III 


Exhibit  IV 


Exhibit  V 


Exhibit  VI 


Exhibit  VII 


Table  of  Maximum  Allowable  Weekly  Grants  to  27  Selected 
Cases  under  Regulations  Effective  June  11,  1936  for 
Counties  other  than  Allegheny  and  Philadelphia. 

Table  of  I/Iaximum  Allowable  Weekly  Grants  to  27  Selected 
Cases  under  Regulations  Effective  June  11,  1935  for 
Allegheny  County. 

Table  of  Maximiim  Allowable  Weekly  Grants  to  27  Selected 
Cases  under  Regulations  Effective  June  11,  1936  for 
Philadelphia  County, 

Average  Monthly  Relief  Benefits  per  Family  in  the  Principal 
City  Areas  and  Remainder  of  each  State  -  October  and 
November,  1935. 

Results  to  June  19,  1935  of  Eligibility  Investigations 
Completed  and  in  Process. 

150  Ineligible  Cases  of  the  927  Cases  Receiving  Relief 
in  the  Windber  District  of  Somerset  County  as  of 
July  15,  1935. 

25  Overpaid  Cases  of  the  927  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in 
the  V/indber  District  of  Somerset  County  as  of  July  15, 
1935. 


Exhibit  VIII    80  Ineligible  Cases  of  the  1057  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in 

the  Sharon  District  of  Mercer  County  as  of  May  12,  1936. 


Exhibit  IX 


15  Overpaid  Cases  of  the  1057  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in 
the  Sharon  District  of  Mercer  County  as  ^f  May  12,  1936. 


Exhibit  X         56  Ineligible  Cases  of  the  917  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in 

the  V^illiamsport  District  of  Lycoming  County  as  of 
May  5,  1936. 
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Exhibit  XI 


Exhibit  XII 


Exhibit  XIII 


14  Overpaid  Cases  of  the  917  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in 
the  Williamsport  District  of  Lycoming  County  as  of 
Fay  5,  1936. 

12  Ineligible  Cases  of  681  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in  the 
New  Kensington  District  of  Westmoreland  County  as  of 
May  13,  1936. 

5  Overpaid  Cases  of  581  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in  the 
New  Kensington  District  of  Westmoreland  County  as  of 
May  13,  1936. 


Exhibit  XIV       19  Ineligible  Cases  of  the  539  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in 


Exhibit  XV 


Exhibit  X\^ 


Exlaibit  OTI 


the  Oil  City  District  of  Venango  County  as  of  May  5,  1936, 

3  Overpaid  Cases  of  the  539  Cases  Receiving  Relief  in  the 
Oil  City  District  of  Venango  County  as  of  May  5,  1936. 

Extent  of  Investigation  of  Clients'  Assets  and  Income  as 
Indicated  by  Study  made  as  of  November  12,  1935  of  the 
Case  Records  of  1502  Active  Cases. 

Extent  to  Tjhich  Important  Forms  in  Case  Records  wore 
Lacking  or  Improperly  Prepared  as  Indicated  by  Study 
made  as  of  November  12,  1935  of  1502  Active  Cases. 


Exhibit  XVTII 


Exhibit  XIX 


Exhibit  XX 


Average  Case  Load  per  Visitor  as  of  June  5,  1936,  Average 
Investigations  per  Visitor,  per  Week,  during  Five  Weeks 
ended  June  5,  1936,  Average  Number  of  Weeks  Required  to 
Reinvestigate  Cases  Receiving  Relief  June  6,  1936. 

Comparison  of  Local  Relief  Divisions'  Actual  Clerical  Staff, 
and  Computed  Clerical  Staff,  with  the  Combined  Administra- 
tive and  Clerical  Staff  of  the  Local  Financial  Divisions, 
for  the  Payroll  period  ended  May  31,  1936. 

Unemployables  on  Relief  Rolls  in  August  1935,  Contributions 
to  Work  Projects  by  Local  Political  Subdivisions  during 
the  Year  ended  May  31,  1935,  and  the  Number  of  Poor  Board 
Persons  those  Contributions  could  have  Supported  for  One 
Year  on  the  Basis  of  One  Hundred  Dollars  per  Person, 
per  Year. 

Data  Reported  by  Counties  Concerning  Discovery  and  Dis- 
position to  January  31,  1936,  of  Cases  ^o  Obtained 
Relief  through  Fraud  or  Misrepresentation. 

Comparison  of  Cases  Receiving  S.E.R.B.  Direct  and  Work  Relief 
during  the  Week  ending  June  1,  1935,  with  Cases  Receiving 
S.E.R.^.  Direct  Relief  and  W.P.A.  Work  Relief  during  the 
Week  ending  May  30,  1935. 

In  order  that  it  be  of  maximimi  value,  an  attempt  has  been  made 
throughout  the  report  to  reflect  policies  and  conditions  as  they  exist  now, 
rather  than  as  they  existed  at  some  time  in  the  past.    For  exam.pl e ,  Exhibits 
I,  II,  and  III  reflect  the  maximum  allowable  grants  27  selected  cases  could 


Exhibit  XXI 


Exhibit  XXII 
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receive  if  they  were  granted  relief  under  regulations  effective  June  11, 
1936.    Exhibits  VIII  to  X^7,  inclusive  j  show  results  to  June  19  ,  1936,  of 
eligibility  imrestigations  that  are  being  made  at  the  present  time,  and 
are  not  yat  completed. 

As  stated  at  the  outset,  this  report  is  confined  exclusively 
to  relief  standards,  and  eligibility.     If  the  reader  is  interested  in  case 
statistics,  expenditures,  and  a  general  picture  of  the  activities  of  the 
State  Emergency  Relief  Board,  he  is  referred  to  the  third  annual  report  of 
the  Executive  Director  of  the  Board  dated  January,  1936,  titled  "Unemploy- 
ment Relief  in  Pennsylvania". 

In  closing  we  dosire  to  express  appreciation  to  the  administra- 
tive staff  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Board,  hereafter  referred  to  as 
the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration,  for  tho  exceedingly  fine  courtesy 
and  cooperation  thoy  have  extended. 

Respectfully  submitted, 
(Signed)     Frank  E.  Baldwin 


ERAIIK  E.  BALD^.N 
AUDITOR  CtEI'TERAL 
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COMvIdT^/MLTH  OF  PEtmSYLVMJIA 
OFFICE  OF  AUDITOR  G-SNERAX 


PART  I 
SLIEF        STAND  ARBS 


RELIEF  STAIJDARDS 


The  determination  of  relief  standards  is  perhaps  the  most  vital 
decision  to  be  made  in  relief  administration. 

The  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration's  decision  as  to 
standards  is  evinced  by  two  things;  the  maximum  allowable  grants  to  cases 
of  various  sizes  and  composition,  and  the  amount  of  relief  actually  allowed 
within  those  maximums. 

There  are  three  groups  of  tables  by  which  maximum  allowable 
grants  are  computed.     One  is  used  for  the  sixty-five  co'onties  granting  relief 
in  the  form  of  orders,  and  the  other  two  for  the  cash  relief  counties,  Alle- 
gheny and  Philadelphia,  respectively.     Exhibits  I,  II,  and  III  reflect  the 
maximiam  allowable  weekly  grants  which  twenty-seven  hypothetical  cases  could 
receive    under  each  of  the  three  groups  of  tables.     It  will  be  noted  that  the 
tables  result  in  exactly  the  same  amoimt  for  some  budget  items,  and  in  some- 
what different  amounts  for  others. 

Reducing  material  like  this  to  tabular  form  required  the  assum^ption 
of  certain  conditions  because  of  the  number  of  variable  factors  involved. 
For  example,  the  amount  to  be  allowed  a  family  for  heating  fuel  depends  upon 
the  price  of  fuel  in  the  community  in  which  the  family  lives,  and  the  num.ber 
of  rooms  in  the  family's  home.    All  of  the  assumptions  made  in  preparing  the 
aforesaid  exhibits  are  covered  by  footnotes  on  the  exhibits.     It  is  parti- 
cularly to  bo  noted  that  all  of  the  cases  are  considered  to  have  no  income 
other  than  relief,  and  that  none  of  their  needs  are  contributed  by  outside 
sources,  such  as  relatives,  friends,  or  others.     The  treatment  of  cases 
with  incoFie  or  contributions  is  discussed  later. 

There  is  one  item  in  the  budget  needs  which  might  make  the 
maximum  allowable  grant  for  a  given  case  more  than  we  have  shown.     This  is 
heating  fuel.    For  example,  Case  Niimber  1,  in  all  three  of  the  aforesaid 
exhibits,  might  be  living  in  a  six  room  house  instead  of  in  three  rooms  or 
less  as  has  been  ass^omed.     If  this  were  true,  the  maximimi  heating  fuel  budget 
need  would  be  $2.00,  .^1.42  or  ^3.15,  instead  of  $1.00,  $.70  or  $1.57  as 
shown.     Our  assimption  concerning  the  number  of  rooms  per  case  was  prompted 
by  the  belief  that  the  exhibits  would  be  more  valuable  if  an  attempt  were 
made  to  have  them  approximate  the  probable  living  conditions  of  the  average 
case  of  a  given  size,  rather  than  to  use  the  maximum  indiscriminately  for 
all  cases,  regardless  of  size. 


ORDER  RELIEF  COmiTIES 

Exhibit  I,  subject  to  the  footnotes  appended,  reflects  the 
maximum  allowable  weekly  grants  twenty-seven  hypothetical  cases  of  various 
sizes  and  composition  could  receive  under  regulations  effective  June  11,  1936, 
in  counties  other  than  Allegheny  and  Philadelphia. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  maximum  allowable  weekly  grants  are 
higher  in  order  relief  counties  than  they  are  in  Allegheny  and  Philadelphia. 
This  is  due  to  a  change  in  the  method  of  calculating  allowable  grants  that  was 
inaugurated  on  April  15,  1935.     On  this  date  the  weekly  allowance  for  clothing 


-  1  - 


STAimRDSjCONTIMJED 


was  changed  from  $  .50  to  $  .37-1/2  per  person,  shelter  was  made  allowable 
only  when  paid,  the  allowance  for  incidentals  discontinued  and,  instead  of 
making  the  allowable  grant  80  per  cent  of  the  preceding  items,  it  was  made 
100  per  cent,  with  an  absolute  maximum  of  $  18.00. 

Although  the  memorandum  establishing  the  change  mentioned 
cash  relief  counties,  they  were  still  using  the  old  system  on  June  11,  1936. 
We  have  been  advised  by  the  Relief  Administration  that  adoption  of  the  new 
method  for  cash  relief  counties  is  not  contemplated  for  the  present. 

The  upward  revision  of  maximum  allowable  grants  in  order  relief 
counties  without  a  corresponding  revision  in  cash  relief  counties  results  in 
a  paradoxical  situation.    Except  for  cases  where  absolute  maximums  apply,  and 
these  apply  to  only  a  relatively  small  portion  of  the  case  load,  the  maximum 
allowable  grants  aro  larger  in  order  relief  counties  than  in  Allegheny  and 
Philadelphia  Counties,  where  the  cost  of  living  may  be  assumed  to  be  somewhat 
higher.     It  is  true  that  in  the  past  the  average  expenditure  per  case  and  per 
person  has  been  less  in  order  relief  counties  than  in  cash  relief  counties. 
The  continuance  of  this  condition  appears  to  hinge  on  whether  or  not  the  ratio 
of  cases  receiving  rent  relief  increases,  and  whether  or  not  the  local  relief 
administrations  pursue  the  same  course  of  keeping  within  their  maximums. 

The  following  tabulation  for  the  sixty-five  order  relief  counties 
reflects  the  average  weekly  expenditure  per  case,  and  the  average  number  of 
persons  per  case,  during  the  months  January  to  May,  1936: 


AVERAGE  ^.^ffiEKLY  A\^RAGE  mfflER  OF 

EXPBITDITURE  PER  CASS  PERSONS  PER  CASE 

January,  1936                               $    7.03  3.86 

February                                             6.98  3.79 

March                                                    6.75  3.73 

April                                                    6.64  3.77 

May                                                     6.54  3.72 


It  will  be  noted  that  the  average  expenditure  per  case  is 
decidedly  lower  than  the  maximum  which  could  be  allowed. 

This  apparently  may  be  accounted  for  by  the  following  facts: 


1.  Every  case  does  not  receive  heating  fuel,  and  those  who 

do  are  not  necessarily  granted  the  maxim^omi.    Also,  we 
have  figured  fuel  as  anthracite  coal  at  ^  8.00  per  ton. 
In  bitmiinous  regions  coal  would  not  be  this  high. 
Heating  fuel  is  not  allowed,  save  in  exceptional  cases, 
between  H'lay  1  and  October  1. 

2.  Every  case  does  not  receive  cooking  fuel  and  those  who 

do  are  not  necessarily  granted  the  maximum. 


3.    Yjlaile  the  m.axim\im  allowable  weekly  budget  need  for  shelter 
ranges  from  f  1.73  to      3,68,  the  average  rental  actually 
paid  for  cases  receiving  relief  is  only  approximately 
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$  6.00  per  month.     Also,  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
shelter  orders  written  in  May,  1935,  as  compared  with 
the  average  number  of  cases  receiving  relief  during  the 
month,  only  31.5  per  cent  of  the  cases  received  any  shelter. 

4.  On  the  basis  of  the  number  of  public  utility  orders  written 

in  May,  1936,  as  compared  with  the  average  num.ber  of  cases 
receiving  relief  during  the  month,  only  14.3  per  cent  of 
the  cases  received  public  utility  orders.     Cases  who  do 
receive  public  utility  orders  do  not  necessarily  receive 
the  maximum. 

5.  Procedure  provides  that  contributions  to  families'  needs 

supplied  by  relatives,  friends,  or  others  be  taken  into 
consideration  when  calculating  families'  authorized  grants. 

6.  The  average  monthly  expenditure  per  case  includes  cases  who 

have  some  income,  but  not  enough  to  meet  their  budget  needs. 
The  amount  of  relief  granted  to  this  type  of  case  would  be 
smaller  than  if  they  had  no  income,  and  this  would  tend  to 
reduce  the  average  expenditure  per  case  for  all  cases.  The 
exact  effect  of  cases  of  this  type  is  not  known  currently. 
As  of  December  9,  1935,  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Adminis- 
tration reported  16  per  cent  of  the  case  load  as  consisting 
of  eases  of  this  type. 


ALUCaHS^TY  COUFTY 

Exhibit  II,  subject  to  the  footnotes  appended,  reflects  the 
maximum  allowable  weekly  grants  for  the  same  twenty-seven  cases  presented 
in  Exhibits  I  and  III,  but  under  Allegheny  County  regulations. 

An  opportunity  for  comparing  maximum  allowable  grants  with 
what  has  actually  been  expended  per  case  is  afforded  by  the  following  tabula- 
tion: 

AVERAGE  ^'JEEKLY  AVERAGE  NUMBER  OF 

EXPSTTDITURE  PER  CASE  PERSONS  PER  CASS 

January,  1936  |  7.72  3.30 

February  7.72  3.28 

March  7.81  3.26 

April  7.64  3.32 

May  7.71  3.32 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  average  expenditure  per  case  is 
much  lower  than  the  maximum^  which  could  be  allowed. 

This  apparently  may  be  accounted  for  by  the  following  facts: 

1,     If  the  amount  of  rent  paid  by  the  case  is  less  than  the 
maximum,  the  amount  paid  is  the  amount  allowed. 
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2.  ''ftien  a  case  does  not  use  electricity,  an  amount  less  than 

the  maximum  shoTm  for  public  utilities  is  allowed  for 
the  purchase  of  kerosene  and  oil  lamp  supplies. 

3.  Procedure  provides  that  contributions  to  families'  needs 

supplied  by  relatives,  friends,  or  others,  be  taken  into 
consideration  when  calculating  families'  authorized  grants. 

4.  The  average  weekly  expenditure  per  case  is  reduced  by  cases 

who  have  some  income,  but  not  enough  to  make  them  ineligible 
for  relief.    This  has  been  more  fully  explained  previously. 


PHIL-\D5LPHIA  COUNTY 

Exhibit  III,  subject  to  the  footnotes  appended,  reflects  the 
maximum  allowable  -reekly  grants  for  the  same  twenty-seven  cases  presented  in 
Exhibits  I  and  II,  but  under  Philadelphia  County  regulations.     Comparison  of 
Exhibits  I  and  II  will  reveal  that  the  budget  items  in  Philadelphia  County 
are  the  same  as  those  in  Allegheny  County  except  for  food,  heating  fuel,  and 
incidentals.     The  food  item  in  Philadelphia  County  is  higher  in  all  but  four 
of  the  twenty-seven  cases.     These  four  are  exactly  the  same.  Philadelphia 
County  is  higher  with  respect  to  heating  fuel  because  anthracite  rather  than 
bitimiinous  coal  is  used,  with  a  difference  in  price  of  S  8.35  per  ton. 

Following  is  a  table  of  average  weekly  expenditures  per  case 
in  Philadelphia  County  during  the  months  January  to  May,  1936: 

AVERAGE  ^'^EEKLY  AVERAGE  NUiaER  OF 

SrPSITDITlTRE  PER  CASE  PERSONS  PER  CASE 

January,  1936  $  7.73  2.89 

February  7.56  2.88 

IVlarch  7.70  2.86 

April  7.76  2.88 

May  7.84  2.89 

Comparison  of  the  above  tabulation  with  the  similar  one 
presented  for  Allegheny  County  will  reveal  that  the  average  weekly  expendi- 
ture per  case  is  about  the  same  in  both  counties,  but  Philadelphia,  with 
approximately  one-half  person  less  per  case,  has  a  higher  expenditure  per 
person. 

Comparison  of  the  above  tabulation  with  Exhibit  III  will 
reveal  that  the  average  expenditure  per  case  is  considerably  lower  than  the 
maximimi  which  could  be  allowed. 

This  apparently  may  be  accounted  for  by  the  folloi.7ing  facts: 

1.    ^'fiaen  a  family's  normal  expenditure  for  heating  fuel  is 

less  than  the  maximum,  the  local  administration  states 
that  they  allow  only  what  is  normally  paid. 
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2.  Although  gas  is  used  by  most  families  for  cooking,  when 

gas  is  not  used,  it  is  not  allowed. 

3.  If  the  amount  of  rent  paid  hy  a  case  is  less  than  the 

maximum,  the  amount  paid  is  the  amount  allowed. 

4.  Procedure  provides  that  contributions  to  families'  needs 

supplied  by  relatives,  friends,  or  others,  be  taken 
into  consideration  when  calculating  families'  authorized 
grants. 

5.  The  average  weekly  expenditure  per  case  is  reduced  by 

cases  who  have  some  income,  but  not  enough  to  make 
them  ineligible  for  relief.     This  has  been  explained 
previ ously. 

The  reader's  attention  is  directed  to  the  fact  that  heating 
fuel  is  allowed  in  the  budget  winter  and  summer,  in  both  Philadelphia  and 
Allegheny  Counties.     It  is  allowed  in  the  summer  partly  to  take  care  of  the 
cost  of  ice,  and  partly  to  make  up  for  the  fact  that  the  allowable  grant 
is  only  80  per  cent  of  the  calculated  weekly  budget  needs. 


SUPFLgmiTARY  R^IEF 

As  previously  explained,  the  maximiim  allowable  grants  to 
cases  reflected  on  Exhibits  I,  II,  and  III  are  based  on  the  assumption  that 
none  of  the  cases  had  any  income.     'Then  a  case  has  income,  his  adjusted 
weekly  income  is  applied  against  his  allowable  grant  to  determine  the  net 
allowable  grant.     This  net  allowable  grant  is  termed  the  case's  "authorized 
grant". 

This  is  explained  in  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration's 
procedure  as  follOY;s: 

"Adjusted  Inc  ome 

In  order  to  determine  the  adjusted  income,  all  family 
income  must  be  listed  on  the  form  provided  therefor  on  the  reverse 
of  the  budget  sheet.    ^.Vhen  earnings  vary  greatly  from  week  to  week 
because  of  irregular  and/or  intermittent  employment,  the  earnings 
for  the  previous  four  weeks  must  be  totaled  and  divided  by  four. 
This  average  will  then  be  used  in  lieu  of  actual  earnings  in  com- 
puting adjusted  weekly  income. 

'^Tien  rent  is  paid  to  a  recipient  of  relief  by  a  non- 
relief  individual  for  property  owned  by  the  recipient  of  relief, 
adjustment  Fxay  be  m.ade  to  the  incom.e  to  cover  the  taxes,  water 
rent  (if  paid  by  the  recipient  owner),  and  fire  insurance. 

Adjustments  to  income  must  be  listed.     The  only  allowable 
adjustments  are  those  specified  and  must  be  (1)  necessary  expenditures 
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STATOARDS.  COKTTP^D 


in  connection  with  job  such  as  transportation  to  and  from  work  or 
lunches  at  work  or  (2)  an  allowance  to  'other  members  of  the  family' 
for  a  portion  of  their  earnings  which  need  not  be  applied  to  the 
family  budget.     This  allovrance  should  be  made  with  care.     It  may  be 
permitted  only  for  daughters,  sons,  or  others  who  are  not  heads  of 
the  household.     The  amo^ant  of  this  allowance  shall  not  exceed  one- 
third  of  the  balance  of  such  earnings  remaining  after  transportation 
expenses  and  lunches  have  been  deducted.     The  person  to  whom  this 
allowance  is  made  should  not  be  included  in  determining  the  weekly 
clothing  budget  allowance  for  the  family. 

This  policy  will  apply  in  all  cases  of  income  derived  from 
assignment  of  youths  to  work  projects  on  a  one-third  part-time  basis. 

This  policy  will  not  be  followed  in  cases  of  high  school 
aid  to  youths.    The  amount  paid  is  intended  to  cover  the  school 
expenses  of  a  youth  who  could  not  otherwise  continue  in  school.  It 
will,  therefore,  not  be  adjusted  to  the  budget  in  determining 
eligibility  or  calculating  the  relief  grant. 

The  amount  of  the  adjustments  subtracted  from  the  total 
incom-e  gives  the  aiuount  of  adjusted  income  to  be  entered  opposite 
the  corresponding  item  on  the  budget  sheet. 

Authorized  Grant 

The  Authorized  Grant  is  the  Total  Budget  less  the  adjusted 
income.     On  non-income  families  the  Total  Budget  and  Authorized  Grant 
are  the  same. 


Gash  relief  counties  employ  a  method  somewhat  different  from 
the  one  explained  above  in  applying  adjusted  income  against  the  total  budget. 
Explanation  of  the  difference  is  not  deemed  necessary  in  this  report. 


PWSYLYANIA'S  GPAITTS  AS 
COIv/PARSD  'UW  QTHgR  STATICS 

In  Exhibit  IV,  the  reader  has  an  opportunity  to  compare 
Pennsylvania's  relief  expenditure  per  family  with  that  of  other  states.  It 
will  be  noted  that,  taking  the  various  states  as  a  whole,  Pennsylvania  ranked 
sixth  in  October,  1935,  and  seventh  in  November.     Comparing  the  principal 
city  areas  of  the  various  states,  Pennsylvania  was  eighth  in  October,  and 
tenth  in  November. 


GONCLUSION,  RELIEF  STAITDARDS 

In  our  opinion,  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration's 
policy  concerning  relief  standards,  as  indicated  by  the  exhibits  and  comments 
contained  in  this  report,  cannot  fairly  be  considered  excessive. 
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P  A  R  T  II 


RESULTS      OF      E  L  I  G  I  B  I  L  I  T  Y 


I  U  V  ^,  S  T  I  0  A  T  I  0  IT  S 


RESULT  OF  ELIGIBILITY  IMESTICrATIONS 


An  eligibility  investigation  was  made  of  all  cases 
receiving  relief  on  July  15,  1935,  in  the  V/indber  District  of  Somerset 
County.    During  May,  1936,  eligibility  investigations  were  started  in 
seven  other  counties.    These  will  not  be  completed  for  several  weeks. 
Of  the  seven,  however,  the  work  in  four  counties  has  progressed  to  the 
extent  that  the  results  to  June  19,  1936,  are  deemed  worthy  of  inclusion 
in  this  report  * 

The  complete  results  of  the  Somerset  investigations,  and 
the  results  to  June  19,  1936,  of  four  of  the  counties  now  in  the  process  of 
being  investigated,  are  presented  in  Exhibit  Y. 

Of  a  total  of  4,1E1  cases  investigated,  317  or  7.7  per  cent 
were  ineligible,  and  62  or  1,5  per  cent  were  receiving  more  relief  than  that 
to  which  they  were  entitled,  making  a  combined  total  of  9,2  per  cent  in- 
eligible and  overpaid.    The  total  amount  of  relief  granted  7/eekly  to  cases 
who  xvere  ineligible  amounted  to  $  2,489,82,    The  total  weekly  oveipayment  of 
relief  to  cases  who  were  receiving  more  relief  than  that  to  which  they  were 
entitled  aanounted  to  |  347.21,    The  combined  v/eekly  relief  of  the  ineligible 
and  overpaid  cases  amounted  to  f  2,837,03, 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  percentage  of  ineligibility  of 
cases  investigated  ranged  from.  1.8  per  cent  in  Westmoreland  County  to  16,2 
per  cent  in  Somorsot  County.    The  percentage  of  cases  receiving  more  relief 
than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled  ranged  from  ,6  per  cent  in  Venango 
County  to  2.7  per  cent  in  Somerset  County,    The  combined  ineligible  and 
overpaid  cases  ranged  from  2.5  percent  in  Westmoreland  County  to  18,9  per 
cent  in  Somerset  County, 

Attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that  the  investigations  in 
Mercer,  Lycoming,  Westmoreland,  and  Venango  Counties  are  still  in  process, 
and  results  shov/n  are  those  only  to  June  19,  1936,    Any  additional  cases 
discovered  will  increase  the  above  percentages. 

In  making  eligibility  investigations  our  usual  practice  is 
to  select  at  random  a  county  which  contains  a  large  mmber  of  industries. 
The  relief  district  within  this  county  which  contains  the  greatest  number 
of  industries  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  the  actual  investigation.  Lists 
are  prepared  of  all  the  cases  receiving  relief  in  this  district  as  indicated 
by  active  case  ledger  cards  for  the  district.    The  lists  contain  the  names 
of  all  persons  in  each  case  who  are  over  sixteen  years  of  age.    These  lists 
are  then  taken  by  field  investigators  to  employers,  banks  and  trust  companies, 
and  post  offices.    Where  possible,  we  have  the  organization  contacted  check 
the  list  against  their  records  and  supply  us  with  inforniation  resulting  from 
the  check.    Nearly  all  organizations  contacted  were  glad  to  cooperate  in  this 
way,    A  few  industries,  due  to  the  pressure  of  work  at  the  time  we  contacted 
them,  requested  that  we  do  the  checking  and  made  their  records  available  for 
that  purpose.    The  investigators  met  with  no  refusals  after  e3cplaining  the 
purpose  of  their  work. 
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IKYESTIG-ATIONS  ,  C om PRIED 


The  salient  features  of  each  investigation  set  forth  in 
Exhibits  VI  to  XV,  inclusive,  are  discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs. 

SQI'.IERSET  COWTY  -  WIMDBSR  DISTRICT 

On  July  15,  1935,  we  listed  the  entire  active  case  load  in  the 
Findber  District  of  Somerset  County,  as  indicated  by  case  ledger  cards  on 
file.    There  were  927  active  cases  in  this  district  at  that  date,  and  they 
represented  approximately  20  per  cent  of  the  active  cases  in  the  entire 
county, 

AS  reflected  in  Exhibits  V,  YI,  and  YII,  150  or  16.2  per  cent 
of  the  cases  were  found  to  be  ineligible,  and  25  or  2.7  per  cent  wore 
receiving  more  relief  than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled,  making  a 
combined  total  of  18.9  per  cent  ineligible  and  overpaid. 

The  total  weekly  authorized  grants  on  case  ledger  cards  of 
ipeligible  cases  amounted  to  $  1,136.60.    This  amount  is  somewhat  higher 
than  what  would  actually  have  been  granted  per  week  as  of  July  15,  due  to 
the  item  of  heating  fuel.    Heating  fuel,  when  entered  on  a  case  ledger  card 
as  an  authorized  item,  remains  there  until  changed,  but  is  not  allowed  froir 
May  1,  to  October  1,  of  each  year,  save  in  exceptional  cases.    The  total 
weekly  overpayment  of  relief  to  cases  who  were  receiving  more  relief  than 
that  to  which  they  were  entitled,  amounted  to  $  154.70.    The  overpayment 
to  each  case  was  calculated  by  applying  our  computed  average  weekly  income 
against  the  total  weekly  budget  needs,  and  comparing  the  resultant  alxow- 
able  grant  with  what  the  case  ledger  card  reflected  as  the  authorized  gran-. 
This  same  procedure  was  used  in  all  eligibility  investigations,  so  it  will 
not  again  be  mentioned. 

It  is  particularly  called  to  the  attention  of  the  reader  that 
the  above  ineligible  and  overpaid  cases  resulted  from  contacting  only  the 
sizeable  industries  in  and  around  the  Windber  District.    All  of  the  172 
cases  ineligible  or  overpaid  due  to  industrial  earnings  were  discovered 
by  contacting  ten  mines.    If  the  investigation  had  been  enlarged  to  include 
employers  with  only  a  few  eir5)loyees,  it  is  possible  that  more  cases  might 
have  been  discovered.    In  addition  to  this,  no  attempt  was  iTiade  to  utilize 
information  discovered  by  visitors  and  embodied  in  the  case  records. 
Visitors  are  in  a  position  to  discover  facts,  other  than  industrial  earnings 
and  savings  accounts,  which  affoct  eligibility. 

The  most  outstanding  feature  of  this  investigation  was  the 
large  nuitfoer  of  ineligible  and  overpaid  cases  in  the  little  mining  coimminity 
of  Rockingham.    There  were  approximately  only  65  families  in  this  entire 
community,  all  living  in  small  dwellings  nestling  around  the  Arrow  Coei 
Company  mine.    Of  the  65  families,  59  were  receiving  relief.    Of  the  59 
receiving  relief,  49  were  ineligible  and  3  overpaid  as  the  result  of 
earnings  from  this  mine. 
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niVSSTIGATIOITS,  COICTTUED 


The  Visitor  who  hs.d  this  comrminity  as  part  of  her  case  load 
on  July  15,  had  recently  heen  transferred  to  Soraerset  County  from  another 
county.    Upon  interrogating  her  we  v/ere  informed  that  she  had  discovered 
these  mine  earnings  in  the  montit  of  June  and  knew  that  the  cases  were  not 
eligible  for  relief.    She  produced  a  notebook  in  which  she  had  entered  many^ 
of  the  earnings.    According  to  her  statement,  she  had  reported  the  ineligibi- 
lity of  these  cases  to  her  district  supervisor  and  had  boen  overruled.  She 
stated  further  that  this  same  supervisor  had  entered  into  a  written  agreem.ent 
with  a  relief  client,    —  president  of  a  local  miners*  union,  whereby  all 
relief  in  Rockingham  would  be  based  on  one  week's  earnings  rather  than  on 
the  average  earnings  over  a  period  of  time.    The  supervisor  in  question  had 
left  the  service  under  a  forced  resignation  before  we  learned  of  this  and, 
according  to  office  employees, had  taken  his  correspondence  with  him. 
Although  we  read  carefully  all  correspondence  remaining  on  file,  the  agree- 
ment could  not  bo  found. 

We  were  further  advised  by  the  visitor  that  this  relief  client- 
union  official  followed  her  into  each  home  when  she  made  visits  in  Rocking- 
ham, and  gave  his  personal  guarantee  that  every  case  was  eligible.  This 
man  was  receiving  relief  on  July  15,  1935,  and  is  shown  as  one  of  the 
ineligible  cases.    He  had  unadjusted  budget  needs  of  5  13.15,  no  recorded 
income,  and  an  authorized  weekly  grant  of  $  10.60.    The  following  tabulation 
reflects  the  combined  earnings  of  this  individual  and  his  son  from  January 
to  July  1935,  inclusive: 


January 

1  174.20 

February 

115.01 

March 

176.57 

April 

52.14 

I^lay 

107  .38 

June 

96.80 

July 

100.23 

TOTAL 

§  820.38 

When  our  investigator  contacted  the  mine  superintendent  of  one 
of  the  coal  companies  listed  on  Zxhibit  Yl  he  experienced  considerable  diffi- 
culty in  getting  any  payroll  information.     It  developed  that  the  reason  for 
this  was  an  incident  which  had  occurred  in  January,  1935.    The  m^ine  superin- 
tendent happened  also  to  be  Postmaster  at  Maple  Ridge,  Pennsylvania,  which 
is  part  of  the  Windber  District,    Realizing  that  some  of  the  men  working  in 
his  mine  were  also  receiving  relief  orders  he  decided  to  bring  the  matter  to 
the  attention  of  the  Local  Administration.    According  to  his  statement  he 
contacted  the  visitor  for  that  territory  early  in  January,  1935,  and  notified 
her  that  Case  Number  4093,  Enoch  Deserts,  was  ineligible  because  of  his  mine 
earnings.    The  relief  orders  continued  coming  through  and,  in  the  latter  part 
of  January,  he  made  a  special  visit  to  the  Supervisor  of  the  V'indber  Office 
to  tell  him  about  this  case.    The  reception  he  received  roade  him  extremely 
aiigTj  and,  when  relief  orders  still  continued  unabated,  he  threatened  the 
case  with  dismissal  from  the  mine  unless  he  returned  future  orders.  It 
appeared  that  the  case  did  return  subsequent  orders,  as  orders  issued 
February  8,  to  February  23,  1935,  were  marked  "cancelled"  on  the  case  ledger 
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EWESTIGATIONS,  CQI'TTn-RM) 


card,  and  the  case  was  discontinued  on  February  27.    This  same  case  was 
opened  again  on  May  31,  1935,  however,  and  is  one  of  the  ineligible  cases 
appearing  on  Exhibit  VI. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing  reasons  why  the  percentage  of 
ineligible  cases  was  so  high  in  this  district,  there  was  another  contributory 
factor.    On  July  15,  1935,  the  date  of  our  investigation,  the  Industrial 
Contact  Department  in  Somerset  County  v/as  just  in  its  infancy.    It  is 
practically  impossible  to  determine  what  effect  this  had  on  the  Windber 
District  because  of  what  appears  to  have  been  doubtful  integrity  on  the 
part  of  the  district  supervisor. 

Mine  earnings  accounted  for  172  of  the  175  ineligible  and 
overpaid  cases.    Therefore,  it  was  necessary  to  decide  how  to  apply  these 
earnings  against  the  various  cases*  weekly  budget  needs.    The  Local  Relief 
Administration  had  been  using  the  average  earnings  for  one  ?/cek.    This  did 
not  appear  reasonable  because  many  cases  had  no  earnings  in  some  weeks  and, 
in  others,  very  sizeable  earnings,    We  decided  that  six  months    would  be 
a  fair  period  over  which  to  calculate  average  weekly  earnings,  particularly 
since  they  were  mine  earnings,  and  used  the  period  January  to  Juno,  1955, 
inclusive,  for  our  computations.    Earnings  from  July  1,  to  July  15,  were 
excluded  because  the  actual  payment  for  these  earnings  would,  in  practically 
every  case,  not  be  received  until  after  July  15,    When  a  person  started  to 
work  in  a  later  month  than  January,  earnings  were  averaged  from  the  month  he 
started  to  work  to,  and  including,  June,    All  cases  were  excluded  who  did 
not  have  earnings  in  June , 

While  we  did  not  consider  cases  whose  earnings  stopped  prior 
to  June,  the  treatment  of  this  t^^pe  of  case  raised  an  interesting  question. 
There  were  13  cases  who  had  no  earnings  in  June  but  had  large  enough  earn- 
ings in  previous  months  to  make  them  ineligible  if  they  were  averaged  to 
July  15.    An  exaiiiple  of  this  was  Case  Number  7797,  Paul  Felix,    This  case 
had  earnings  at  the  Shall  Mar  Mining  Corporation,  as  follows: 

January,  1935  $  77.79 

February  76.88 

March  64.46 

April  12.17 

TOTAL        $  251 „30 


Average  Weekly  Earnings 

January  1  to  July  15         $  8.2S 


On  May  10  the  weekly  budget  need  for  this  case  was  calculated 
to  be  $  4.45,  and  a  grant  of  $  3.60  was  authorised.    This  was  the  status  of 
the  case  at  July  15,    If  this  individual  had  lived  on  $  7,00  or  |8.00  per 
week  during  tlie  period  of  earnings  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for 
authorizing  relief  in  May,  and  he  would  still  have  been  self-supporting  on 
July  15.    This  is,  no  doubt,  what  this  individual  v/ould  have  done  prior  to 
the  time  relief  came  into  existence. 
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imrESTIGATIONS,  CONTINUED 


Current  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration  procedure 
provides  that,  in  case  of  irregular  or  intermittent  employment,  earnings  be 
averaged  over  a  period  of  four  weeks.    As  stated  before,  we  have  used  a 
period  of  six  months. 

In  the  belief  that  the  reader  may  be  interested  in  a  comparisor 
of  results  under  the  tvo  methods,  we  present  the  following  tabulation;. 


EARNINGS  AVERAGED  OVER  SIX  M0NTEI5 

DIRECT  RELIEF 
GRANTED  WEEKLY 
TO  YJHICH 
Ci\SES  XJEHE 
C/^ES      PER  CENT      NOT  ENTITLED 


EARNINCrS  AVERAGED  OVER  FOUR  YJEEKS 

DIRECT  RELIEF 
GRANTED  T/'JEEKLY 
TO  >MICH 
CASES  VffiRE 


Ineligible  150 
O^rerpaid  25 


15.2 
2.7 


TOTAL  175 


18.9 


1,136.60 
154.70 

1,291.50 


CASES 

PER  CENT 

NOT 

ENTITLED 

139 

15.0 

$ 

1,021,60 

36 

3.8 

215,90 

175 

18.9 

$ 

1,237,50 

It  is  evident  that  the  difference  in  methods  caused  no 
appreciable  difference  in  results, 

A  list  of  927  cases  investigated  was  submitted  to  the  Depart- 
ment of  Revenue,  Bureau  of  Motor    Vehicles,  to  determine  how  many  cases  had 
motor  vehicles  with  1935  licenses.    It  was  found  that  146  cases,  or  15.7 
percent,  had  pleasure  cars  licensed  in  1935.    Of  these,  5  were  1935  models, 
6  were  1934  models,  and  the  remainder  ranged  from  1933  back  to  1921.  In 
addition  to  the  above  pleasure  automobiles,  there  were  18  trucks  and  2  motor- 
cycles licensed  in  1935.    Of  the  trucks,  1  was  a  1935  model,  and  1  a  1934 
model.    Others  ranged  from  1922  to  1931. 

Automobile  forms  prescribed  by  relief  procedure  were  on  file 
for  only  28  of  the  combined  total  of  164  automobiles  and  trucks.    Not  one  of 
these  forms  was  signed  by  a  visitor  or  supervisor.    Approval  of  operation  and 
ownership  was  indicated  by  checking  the  word  "approved"  at  the  bottom  of  the 
form. 

We  did  not  use  the  possession  of  an  automobile  or  truck, 
licensed  in  1935,  as  a  basis  for  declaring  cases  ineligible.    Of  the  164 
automobiles  and  trucks,  139  were  licensed  by  cases  not  reflected  on  Exhibits 
VI  and  VII  as  ineligible  or  overpaid. 


MERCER  COUNTY  -  SHilRON  DISTRICT 

On  May  12,  1936,  wo  listed  the  entire  active  case  load  in  the 
Sharon  District  of  Mercer  County,  as  indicated  by  case  ledger  cards  on  file. 
There  were  1,057  active  cases  in  this  district  at  that  date,  and  they  re- 
presented approximately  79  per  cent  of  the  active  cases  in  the  entire  county. 
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As  reflected  in  Exhibits  V,  VIII,  and  IX,  80  or  7.6  per  cent 
of  the  cases  were  found  to  be  ineligible,  and  15  or  1.4  per  cent  ffere 
receiving  more  relief  than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled,  making  a  com- 
bined total  of  95  or  9  per  cent  ineligible  and  overpaid.    The  total  amount 
of  relief  granted  weekly  to  cases  who  were  ineligible  amounted  to  $  b^^.Bb. 
The  total  weekly  overpayment  of  relief  to  cases  who  were  receiving  more 
relief  than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled  amounted  to  $  76.97. 

The  attention  of  the    reader  is  again  called  to  the  fact  that 
the  above  results  are  those  only  to  June  19,  1935.    Work  was  stopped  on  that 
date  in  order  that  material  accumulated  could  be  prepared  for  use  m  this 
report.    There  are  still  twenty-three  industries  and  one  post  office  to 
contact  at  the  date  of  this  writing.    The  industries  with  large  payrolls 
have  all  been  covered  and  the  ones  remaining  are  comparatively  sm^ll.  It 
is  not  improbable,  however,  that  they  shall  yield  additional  cases.  In 
addition  to  this,  comparison  of  the  list  of  relief  cases  with  records  of  the 
Department  of  Welfare  revealed  that  members  of  relief  families  were  in  seven 
instances  receiving  Old  Age  Assistance  and,  in  four  instances,  Mothers' 
Assistance.    Time  did  not  permit  determining  whether  proper  effect  had  been 
given  to  this  income  by  the  Local  Administration. 

Attention  is  also  called  to  the  fact  that  no  attempt  was  made 
to  utilize  information  discovered  by  visitors,  and  entered  in  case  records 
either  before  May  12,  1956  or  between  May  12,  1936  emd  June  19,  1936,  except 
where  miscellaneous  income  was  recorded  on  the  budget  sheet  as  of  May  IE,  for 
cases  for  which  we  had  discovered  industrial  earnings.    There  were  only  13 
such  cases  of  the  95  shown  as  ineligible  or  overpaid  and  the  amount  of ^ 
miscellaneous  income  was  relatively  insignificant.    Had  visitors'  findings ^ 
been  used  in  addition  to  the  results  of  our  own  work,  the  number  of  ineligible 
and  overpaid  cases  would  unquestionably  have  been  greater. 

It  will  be  noted  that  82  of  the  95  ineligible  and  overpaid 
cases  resulted  from  industrial  earnings.    A  study  of  the  following  tabulation 
will  indicate  what  opportunity  the  Local  Administration  had  for  preventing 
this  condition: 


BIELIGIBLE  CASES 


ST/J^ED  ON  RELIEF 


CASES 


MONTH  STARTED 
TO  WORK 


22    *  February  or  Prior 
15  March 
30  April 


FEBRUARY 
OR  PRIOR 

10 
M 

25 


?..1ARCH 
4 
3 


APRIL 
7 
2 


MAY  1  TO 
ILkY  12 

1 
1 


67 


TOTAL 


49 
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INVESTIGATIONS,  CONTPIUED 


OVERPAID  CASES 


STARTED  ON  RELIEF 


MONTH  ST/J^TED        FEBRU.OT  l^'L'^Y  1  TO 

C/J3ES             TO  WORK             OR  PRIOR  FlARCH  APRIL  ¥AY  12 

11      *  February  or  Prior         9  1  1 

3         March                            3  -  - 

1         April                            1  -  "   1  


15         TOTAL  13 


*    We  obtained  cases*  earnings  only  from  February  1,  1936.    How  long  they 
were  working  prior  to  that  time  is  unknorm. 


From  the  foregoing  tabulation  it  is  evident  that  22  ineligible 
cases  had  been  working  at  least  since  February,  15  since  March,  and  30  since 
April.    Of  the  30  cases  starting  to  work  in  April,  15  worked  from  April  1, 
1  from  April  8,  11  from  April  15,  and  the  remaining  3  cases  from  April  25  to 
April  26.    There  appears  to  be  no  reason  why,  with  the  combined  efforts  of 
the  visitors  and  the  Industrial  Contact  Department,  most  of  these  cases  could 
not  have  been  removed  from  relief  rolls  prior  to  May  12. 

Of  the  15  overpaid  cases,  11  had  been  working  at  least  since 
February,  3  since  March,  and  1  since  April.    Here,  again,  it  would  appear 
that  ample  time  had  elapsed  in  which  to  obtain  the  earnings  of  these  cases 
and  to  make  necessary  adjustments. 

In  addition  to  cases  ineligible  due  to  industrial  earnings, 
our  investigation  revealed  13  cases  having  bank  deposits  ranging  from 
I  30^00  to  $  1,076.25,  as  of  the  date  of  our  investigation.      Had  the  Local 
Administration  followed  the  practice  of  making  periodic  checks  of  all  active 
cases  for  bank  deposits,  instead  of  checking  only  those  cases  requested  by 
visitors,  these  accounts  would  have  been  detected. 

All  information  obtained  concerning  the  cases  investigated 
was  submitted  to  the  Local  Administration.    By  June  19,  1936  they  had 
removed  68  of  the  cases  shown  on  Exhibits  VIII  and  IX. 

The  current  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration  procedure 
provides  that,  in  case  of  irregular  or  intermittent  employment,  earnings 
be  averaged  over  a  period  of  four  weeks.    We  have  used  a  period  of  throe 
and  one-half  months.     In  the  belief  that  the  reader  may  bo  interested  in  a 
comparison  of  results  under  the  two  methods  v/c  present  the  following 
tabulation: 
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'V-v'  '  ■  /' 


::.tc  /hi 


r  ■  ■ 


i 


II^P.^STI GATIONS,  CONTIITUED 


THREE  MTD  OKE-I-UIZ  MONTIiS 


DIRECT  RELIEF 
GRANTED  '-fEEKLY 
TO  ^miGH  CLIEIITS 
CASES    PER  CSOT    ^JERE  NOT  EIITITLED 


Ineligible 
Overpaid 

TOTAL 


80 
15 

95 


7.6 
1.4 

9.0 


$  673.88 
76.97 

750.85 


EARTHINGS  AA^RAaEI;  0^/ER  FOUR  ^.'.^EKS 
^  DIIffiCT  RELIEF 

GRA'^^TSD  '^EKLY 
TO  ^'HICH  CLIENTS 
CASES    FER  CE^^    WERE  NOT  E^^TITLED 


74 

19 

93 


7.0 

1.9 

8.9 


$  578.39 
92.58 


670.97 


As  in  somerset,  it  is  again  evident  that  the  difference  in  methods 
causes  no  appreciable  difference  in  results. 


LYCOlvnm  COTOTTY  ••  ^ILLIAI\'!SPQRT  DISTRICT 

On  my  5,  1936,  we  listed  the  entire  active  case  load  in  the  ^illiam- 
sport  District  of  Lycoming  County  as  indicated  by  case  ledger  cards  on  file. 
There  were  917  active  cases  in  this  District  at  that  date,  which  represented 
approximately  80  per  cent  of  the  active  cases  of  the  entire  County. 

As  reflected  in  Exhibits  V,  X,  and  XI,  56  or  6.1  per  cent  of  the 
cases  were  found  to  be  ineligible  and  14  or  1.5  per  cent  -.^^ere  receiving  more 
relief  than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled.     The  total  amount  of  relief  granted 
weekly  to  cases  who  were  ineligible  amounted  to  f  458.38.     The  total  weekly 
overpayment  of  relief  to  cases  who  were  receiving  more  relief  than  that  to  which 
they  were  entitled  amounted  to  *  83.40, 

The  attention  of  the  reader  is  again  called  to  the  fact  that  the  above 
results  are  those  only  to  June  19,  1936.    Work  was  stopped  on  that  date  in  order 
that  material  accuiaulated  could  be  prepared  for  use  in  this  report.     There  were 
still  seven  small  industries  and  one  post  office  to  contact  at  June  19.  The^ 
industries  with  large  payrolls  had  all  been  covered.     'Whether  or  not  any  addi- 
tional cases  will  be  discovered  fromi  the  seven  remaining  industries  and  post 
office  is  unkno\7n. 

Attention  is  also  called  to  the  fact  that  no  attempt  was  made  to 
utilize  information  discovered  by  visitors  and  entered  in  case  records  either 
before  Hay  5,  1935  or  between  May  5,  1936  and  June  19,  1936.    All  results  ob- 
tained were  accomplished  strictly  by  an  independent  check.    Had  visitors' 
findings  been  used  in  addition  to  the  results  of  our  own  work  the  niimber  of 
ineligible  and  overpaid  cases  would  unquestionably  have  been  greater. 

All  earnings  and  bank  accounts  discovered  were  prom.ptly  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  Local  Administration.     Of  the  total  of  70  ineligible  and 
overpaid  cases  55  had  been  discontinued  from  relief  by  June  19,  1936.     >"if  the 
55  cases  8  had  been  forwarded  to  the  Restitution  Department  for  action. 

It  will  be  noted  that  62  of  the  70  ineligible  and  overpaid  cases 
resulted  from  industrial  earnings.     A  study  of  the  following  tabulation  will  indi- 
cate what  opportunity  the  Local  Administration  had  of  preventing  this  condition: 
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PFriilSTIGATIONS,  COmFUED 


INELIGIBLE  CASES 


STARTFD  OM  RELIEF 


MONTH  STARTED  JAMJARY 

TO  W^RK  OR  PRIOR      FEBRUARY       tl^CH        APRIL  MAY 


44  *    January  or  Prior  5  3  5  24 

1  February  -  -  ~ 

2  March  -  2  ~ 

1         April  -  1  -  " 

0        mj  -  -  ~   I_ 


48  TOTAL  &  6  5  85 


OVERPAID  CASES 

10    *    January  or  Prior 
2  February 
0  March 
2  April 
0  May 


14         TOTAL  5   3 


*    We  obtained  cases'  earnings  only  from  payroll  periods  starting  on  or 

near  January  1,  1935.  How  long  they  were  working  prior  to  that  time 
is  unknoT'm, 


From  the  above  it  is  evident  that  54  of  the  62  ineligible  and 
overpaid  cases  started  to  v/ork  in  January,  or  some  prior  month.     Of  the  54 
cases  8  started  on  relief  in  January  or  some  prior  month,  6  in  February,  7 
in  March,  26  in  April,  and  7  in  May.     It  would  appear  that  the  Industrial 
Contact  Department  had  ample  time  to  discover  the  fact  that  these  cases 
were  working,  and  to  obtain  their  earnings  currently. 

Of  the  56  ineligible  cases,  8  were  ineligible  as  a  result  of 
barik  accounts.     Of  these  8  cases,  the  banks,  due  to  the  flood  in  Vfilliamsport , 
were  unable  to  furnish  us  with  the  dates  3  accounts  were  opened.    The  remain- 
ing 5  accounts  had  been  in  existence  over  a  period  which  ranged  from  1911  to 
1935.    Had  the  Local  Administration  cleared  their  entire  case  load  with  bank?, 
periodically,  these  accoiints  would  have  previously  been  discovered. 

The  current  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration  procedure  pro- 
vides that,  in  case  of  irregular  or  intermittent  em.ployment ,  earnings  be 
averaged  over  a  period  of  four  weeks.    We  have  used  a  period  of  approximately 
four  and  one-half  mionths.     In  the  belief  that  the  reader  may  be  interested  in 
a  comparison  of  results  under  the  two  methods,  we  present  the  following 
tabulation: 
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Iin^ESTIGATIONS,  CONTINUED 


Ineligible 
Overpaid 

TOTAL 


EAPATINGS  AVZ,RAGED  OVER 

FOUR  .AJT)  ONE-HALF  MONTI-iS   

DIRECT  RELIEF 
GRMTTED  i^ErXY 
TO  miCE 
CASES  17ERE 

CASES    PER  CEI-TT    NOT  EtTTITLED        CASES      PP]R  CENT 


55 
14 


70 


EARITINGS  A^/^mCSD  ^^/ER  FOUR  ^TEEKS 

DIRECT  RELIEF 
GRAl'JTSD  -.TEEKLY 
TO  ^TIICH 
CASES  '''SRE 
NOT  El^ITLED 


6.1 


7.6 


I  458.38 

85.40 

541.78 


4E 

31 


73 


4.6 
3.4 


8,0 


$  319.79 
152.90 

472,69 


^^/ES'HvIOREI^^aTD  GOUI^tTY  -  W^^  KENSINGTON  DISTRICT 

On  May  13,  1936,  we  listed  the  entire  active  case  load  in  the  New 
Kensington  District  of  V'estmoreland  County,  as  indicated  by  case  ledger  cards 
on  file.     There  were  681  active  cases  in  this  District  at  that  date  and  they 
represented  approximately  21  per  cent  of  the  active  cases  in  the  entire  County < 

As  reflected  in  Exhibits  V,  XII  and  XIII,  12  or  1.8  per  cent  of  the 
cases  were  found  to  be  ineligible  and  5  or  ,7  per  cent  were  receiving  more 
relief  than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled.     The  total  amount  of  relief 
granted  weekly  to  cases  who  were  ineligible  amounted  to  .^95.11.     The  total 
weekly  overpayment  of  relief  to  cases  who  were  receiving  more  relief  than 
that  to  which  they  were  entitled  amounted  to  :f21.24. 


\iniile  the  above  results  are  those  only  to  June  19,  1936,  it  is  not 
believed  that  very  many  more  ineligible  and  overpaid  cases  will  be  obtained 
in  this  County  as  a  result  of  industrial  earnings  or  bank  accounts.  The 
Industrial  Contact  Department  appeared  to  be  doing  their  work  well. 

It  is  possible  that  some  additional  cases  might  be  found  due  to 
relief  clients  also  receiving  special  assistance  from,  the  Department  of  'Welfare , 
Of  the  681  cases  listed  it  was  found  that  members  of  relief  families  vrore ,  in 
11  instances  receiving  Old  Ago  Assistance,  4  instances  receiving  Blind  Pensions, 
and  4  instances  receiving  Mothers'  Assistance.     Time  did  not  permit  determining 
whether  proper  effect  had  been  given  to  this  income  by  the  Local  Administration. 

Attention  is  called  to  tho  fact  that  no  attempt  was  made  to 
utilize  information  discovered  by  visitors  and  ontorod  in  the  case  record, 
either  before  May  13,  1936,  or  between  May  13,  1936,  and  June  19,  1936.  All 
results  obtained  ^7ere  accomplished  strictly  by  an  independent  check.  Had 
visitors'  findings  been  used  in  addition  to  the  results  of  our  work  the  number 
of  ineligible  and  overpaid  cases  would  undoubtedly  have  been  greater. 


VENANGO  COUl'ITY  -  OIL  CiaT  DISTRICT 

On  May  5,  1936,  we  listed  the  entire  active  case  load  in  the  Oil 
City  District  of  Venango  County  as  indicated  by  case  ledger  cards  on  file. 
There  were  539  active  cases  in  this  District  at  that  date  and  they  represented 
approximately  62  per  cent  of  the  active  cases  in  the  entire  County. 
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iriVESTIGATIOi'TS,  CONTIITII^'D 


As  reflected  in  Exhibits  V,  XIV,  and  XV,  19  or  3,5' per  cent  of 
the  cases  were  found  to  be  ineligible  and  3  or  ,6  per  cent  were  receiving 
more  relief  than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled.     The  total  amount  of 
relief  granted  weekly  to  cases  who  were  ineligible  amounted  to  5  125,85, 
The  total  weekly  overpayment  of  relief  to  cases  receiving  more  relief 
than  that  to  which  they  were  entitled  amounted  to  ^  10.90. 

?/hile  the  attention  of  the  reader  is  called  to  the  fact  that 
the  above  results  are  those  only  to  June  19,  1936,  it  is  not  believed  that 
any  additional  cases  mil  be  discovered  in  this  County.     It  appeared  that 
the  Industrial  Contact  Department  was  doing  a  good  job  with  respect  to 
obtaining  industrial  earnings. 

Attention  is  called,  however,  to  the  fact  that  no  attem.pt  was 
made  to  utilize  information  discovered  by  visitors  and  entered  in  case 
records  either  before  May  5,  1936,  or  between  May  5,  1936,  and  June  19, 
1936,  except  where  ruiscellaneous  income  was  recorded  on  the  budget  sheet 
as  of  May  5,  for  cases  for  which  we  had  discovered  industrial  earnings. 
There  vjas  only  one  such  case  of  the  22  sho¥/n  as  ineligible  or  overpaid. 

It  was  found  that  members  of  relief  families  were  in  4  instances 
receiving  Old  Age  Assistance,  3  instances  receiving  Mothers'  Assistance, 
and  3  instances  receiving  Blind  Pensions.    Time  did  not  permit  determining 
whether  proper  effect  had  been  given  to  this  income  by  the  Local  Administra- 
tion. 

It  mil  be  noted  that  of  the  19  ineligible  cases  10  were  ineli- 
gible as  the  result  of  savings  accounts.    This  would  indicate . that  regular 
periodic  checks  should  be  made  of  the  entire  case  load  for  the  purpose  of 
discovering  money  in  bank  accounts. 


CONCLUSION,  RBSLTLTS  OF  '^LiaiBILITY  m\r'STIGATI ONS 

The  conclusion  which  may  be  dravm  from  the  foregoing  eligibility 
investigations,  incomiplete  as  some  of  the  results  are,  is  that  there  is  a 
definite  percentage  of  cases  receiving  relief  who  will  conceal  facts  con- 
cerning their  eligibility.     They  will  do  this  regardless  of  how  conscient- 
iously visitors  strive  to  establish  a  relationship  intended  to  develop 
changes  in  the  cases'  status  as  they  occur.     To  apprehend  this  type  of 
case,  reliance  must  be  placed  upon  the  efficiency  of  the  Industrial  Contact 
Department  in  each  county,  and  upon  the  fact  that  visitors  use,  to  the 
utmost  extent,  the  facilities  afforded  by  this  Department. 

The  variations  among  counties  in  the  percentage  of  ineligible 
cases  indicates  that  some  counties  have  efficient  Industrial  Contact 
Departments  and  are  using  them,  while  other  counties  do  not.    The  fact 
that  such  wide  variations  existed  in  the  five  counties  tested  would  very 
forcibly  indicate  that  equally  wide  variations  exist  in  the  remainder  of 
the  State.    A  further  discussion  of  Industrial  Contact  Departments  is 
presented  in  part  III  of  this  report. 
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PART  III 
DISCUSSION  OF 


INELIGIBILITY 


PROBLEM 


DISCUSSION  OF  imiGIBILITY  PROBLM 


The  maintenance  of  a  caseload  of  approximately  175,000  families 
and  unmarried  individuals  without  granting  relief  to  some  ineligible  cases 
is  obviously  impossible.    Conditions  affecting  eligibility  change  so  rapidly 
that  thousands  of  cases  eligible  one  week  become  ineligible  the  next.  In 
addition  to  verifying  the  continued  eligibility  of  cases  already  on  relief 
rolls,  new  apTDlicants  must  be  investigated  to  weed  out  the  ineligible  from 
the  eligible  applicants.    Counties  report  a  total  of  46,454  applications 
investigated  in  Jylarch,  1936,  53,007  in  April,  and  49,136  in  Kay. 

The  problem  of  ineligibility  resolves  itself  into  having  an 
administrative  staff  which  is  large  enough  to  keep  ineligible  cases  at  a 
minimum,  yet  not  so  large  that  results  obtained  do  not  outv/eigh  the  savings 
from  keeping  ineligible  cases  off  the.  rolls. 

In  the  following  pages  certain  suggestions  are  submitted  which, 
in  our  opinion,  will  substantially  reduce  the  present  case  load.    With  one 
exception,  it  appears  that  none  of  the  suggestions  should  necessitate  an 
increase  in  administrative  staff.    Attention  is  called  in  two  instances 
to  the  possibility  of  a  reduction  in  administrative  staff. 

The  suggestions  may  be  outlined  as  follows: 

1,  Bring  all  Industrial  Contact  Departments  in  the 
various  counties  and  areas  throughout  the  state  to  a  uni- 
formly high  degree  of  efficiency.    Have  visitors  use  to  the 
utmost  extent  all  of  the  facilities  afforded  by  these  De- 
partments,   Make  regular  periodic  checks  of  all  cases  on 
relief  with  industrial  payrolls,  banks,  and  post  offices, 
in  a  manner  discussed  later. 

2.  Establish  a  standard  amount  of  work  to  be  done  per 
visitor  and  see  that  the  standard  is  followed  as  closely  as 
possible.    Counties  can  be  grouped  by  types,  and  the  stand- 
ards established  would  vary  according  to  types  of  counties. 
For  example,  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  more  visits  per 
visitor  in  Philadelphia  County,  with  a  concentrated  case 
load,  than  it  is  in  Potter  County,  with  a  scattered  case 
load, 

3,  Concentrate  on  the  problem  of  visitors  time  spent 
in  office  work  with  the  purpose  of  releasing  more  of  their 
time  for  visiting. 

4.  Pursue  more  vigorously  the  practice  of  prosecuting 
cases  who  have  obtained  relief  through  fraud  or  misrepre- 
sentation. 
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INELIGIBILITY,  COCTIiroED 

5.  Change  the  plan  of  organization  in  the  LocaL  Emergency 
Relief  Administrations.    Make  one  man  responsible  for  the  oper- 
ation of  each  area  or  county.    Have  him  be  a  business  man  rathe 
than  a  social  service  worker. 

6.  Concentrate  on  getting  unemployables  off  unemployment 
relief  rolls. 


TNmSTRTAL  COM'ACT  DEPAETIvISKTS 

These  departments  have  been  established  in  the  various  counties  and 
areas  for  the  purpose  of  securing,  routinely,  information  on  employment  of 
relief  cases.    They  are  also  responsible  for  all  contacts  with  banks  and 
postal  savings  officials , 

Following  is  the  procedure  prescribed  for  these  departments  with 
respect  to  obtaining  industrial  earnings: 

1.  All  employers  are  contacted  throughout  the  territory 
to  be  covered.    Names  of  all  employees  in  all  industries  are 
secured  and  a  card  is  prepared  for  every  eiuployeo  in  the 
territory.    These  are  set  up  in  an  Employees'  Record  File, 

2.  This  file  is  to  be  kept  up  to  date  currently  by  se- 
curing from  employers  all  new  employees  hired  and  all  employ- 
ees dismissed  or  laid  off. 

3.  Names  of  employees  discovered  by  the  two  preceding 
operations  are  checked  against  the  Central  Master  Index  File. 
This  file  contains  cards  for  every  case  for  which  there  is  a 
case  record  in  the  county  or  area.    ^JJhen  the  naiae  of  an  em- 
ployee appears  in  the  Master  Index  File,  notification  is  sent 
to  the  respective  district  office.    Here  it  is  determined 
whether  or  not  the  case  is  active  and,  if  active,  is  referred 
to  the  visitor.    If  the  visitor  desires  more  information  than 
the  mere  fact  that  the  person  is  working,  she  requests  the 
Industrial  Contact  Department  to  bbtain  it  for  her,    ?/hen  the 
Department  receives  this  request  they  contact  the  industry 
again  and  ask  for  whatever  information  is  desired. 

Careful  study  of  the  above  procedure  reveals  that  it  is  indirect  and 
circuitous,  and  that  it  contains  certain  inherent  weaknesses.     In  the  final 
analysis  all  that  is  wanted  is  the  earnings  of  persons  receiving  relief.  It 
appears  that  a  considerable  amount  of  unnecessary  work  is  done  to  obtain  this 
information. 

The  indirectness  of  the  above  procedure  is  evinced  by  the  foll07;ing 

facts: 
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1.  In  order  to  obtain  the  names  of  relief  persons  who 
are  T^orking,  a  file  is  maintained  of  everyone  working  in  the 
territory  covered.    This  means  that  the  file  will  contain 
names  of  persons  who  have  never  received  relief  and  who  pro- 
bably never  will.    It  means  that  there  will  be  many  more  names 
in  the  file  than  there  are  persons  on  relief.    For  example, 
Area  Number  10,  with  a  relief  load  of  3,634  cases  during  the 
week  ending  June  27,  1936,  had  54,101  cards  in  their  Employees' 
File  as  of  July  1,  1936.    It  means  that  an  unfair  burden  is 
placed  upon  employers  by  asking  them  to  reveal  the  names  of 
everyone  on  their  payrolls  and  to  keep  the  Industrial  Contact 
Department  informed  currently  of  everyone  hired,  and  everyone 
discharged,  or  laid  off. 

2.  Names  obtained  of  everyone  working  within  the  territory 
must  be  checked  against  the  Central  Master  Index  File  to  see 

if  any  of  the  persons  have  ever  received  relief. 

3.  After  names  of  employees  are  discovered  in  the  Master 
Index  File  nothing  has  been  proved  except  the  fact  that,  at 
one  time,  the  person  has  received  relief.    It  is  necessary 

to  send  the  names  discovered  to  the  respective  district  relief 
offices  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  person  is  receiving 
relief  at  that  time.    If  the  person  is  found  to  be  receiving 
relief,  the  fact  that  he  is  working  is  referred  to  his  visi- 
tor, 

4.  By  the  above  procedure  the  visitor  learns  only  that 
the  person  is  employed.  If  she  wished  to  know  how  much  the 
person  has  been  earning,  she  must  send  a  request  to  the  In- 
dustrial Contact  Department  for  this  information.  This  De- 
partment must  again  contact  the  industry  to  obtain  the  de- 
sired earnings  unless,  as  is  done  with  some  employers,  actual 
payrolls  rather  than  names  of  employees  are  obtained. 

The  inherent  weaknesses  in  the  present  Industrial  Contact  Department 
procedure  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  Employees'  File  will  be  only  as  complete  and  up 
to  date  as  the^  Industrial  Contact  Department  makes  it.  There 
are  certain  to  be  variations  in  the  efficiency  of  the  various 
Industrial  Contact  Departments  throughout  the  state. 

2.  The  purpose  of  maintaining  Industrial  Contact  Depart- 
ments is  to  provide  visitors  with  earnings  of  persons  receiv- 
ing relief.    After  all  the  foregoing  procedure  has  been ^f oil owed 
and  visitors  are  notified  that  certain  persons  are  working,  it 
is  left  for  the  visitor  to  decide  whether  or  not  to  send  back 

to  the  Department  for  the  actual  amount  of  earnings. ^  Thi s  is 
true  both  at  the  time  the  visitor  is  originally  notified  and  of 
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subsequent  earnings.    For  example,  the  visitor  may  be  notified 
in  February  that  a  person  is  v^orking  at  a  certain  company. 
The  visitor  may  request  the  Industrial  Contact  Department  to^ 
obtain  the  person's  actual  earnings  at  the  time  of  notification, 
or  she  may  accept  what  the  person  says  are  his  earnings.  If 
this  same  person  were  to  remain  on  relief  until  October,  and 
continued  working  all  during  that  period,  it  would  depend 
upon  the  visitor's  judgment  as  to  whether  she  would  accept 
what  the  person  said  he  was  earning  during  that  period  or 
whether  she  would  send  periodic  requests  to  the  Industrial 
Contact  Department  for  actual  earnings.    In  our  opinion,  this 
is  a  very  undesirable  feature  of  the  present  procedure. 

3.    The  indirectness  of  the  present  procedure  calls  for 
a  series  of  clerical  operations.    The  more  operations  there 
are  in  any  procedure,  the  more  possibilities  there  are  for 
error. 

4o    The  present  procedure  places  an  unfair  burden  upon 
employers.    They  are  expected  to  supply  the  Industrial 
Contact  Department  with  the  names  of  everyone  on  their  pay- 
rolls.   Then  they  are  expected  to  furnish  currently  the 
names  of  all  persons  hired,  discharged,  or  laid  off.  In 
addition  to  this  they  are  expected  to  supply  earnings  of 
employees  whenever  they  are  requested. 


Everything  said  thus  far  has  been  directed  at  the  weaknesses  of 
present  Industrial  Contact  Department  procedure.    The  question  arises  as  to 
what  can  be  done  to  improve  upon  the  present  procedure. 

In  our  opinion,  improvement  can  be  made  by  substituting  the  fol- 
lowing procedure: 

1,    Prepare  lists  monthly  of  every  case  receiving  re- 
lief as  of  a  given  date.    Have  the  lists  contain  the  names 
of  all  persons  of  each  case  who  are  over  sixteen  years  of 
age,  the  case  nuraber,  and  case  address.    Have  cases  arranged 
alphabetically  by  case  names, 

B,    Circulate  copies  of  these  lists  among  employers 
throughout  the  territory  to  be  covered  and  obtain  current 
earnings  of  all  persons  on  the  list  who  are  working. 

3,    Transmit  to  visitors  all  earnings  discovered. 


The  above  procedure  is  simple  and  direct.    It  leaves  comparatively 
little  opportunity  for  error.    It  insures  visitors  knowing  actual  earnings 
of  their  cases. 
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D-aring  the  T/eek  ended  June  S7,  1936,  case  loads  in  the  67  counties 
were  as  follows: 


Counties  v/ith 

case 

load 

of 

1,000 

or 

less 

41 

Counties  with 

case 

load 

of 

1,000 

to 

2,000 

12 

Counties  with 

case 

load 

of 

2,000 

to 

5,000 

10 

Lackawanna 

9,000 

1 

Luzerne 

IS, 779 

1 

Allegheny 

27^521 

1 

Philadelphia 

58,190 

 1_ 

TOTAL 

67 

It  is  apparent  from  the  above  that  the  preparation  of  the  aforesaid 
lists  would  entail  only  a  relatively  small  amount  of  work  for  63  of  the  67 
counties*    Allegheny  would  require  considerable  work,  and  Philadelphia  would 
very  definitely  be  a  sizeable  tasko    Another  thing  which  would  have  to  be 
considered  in  Philadelphia  is  that,  when  the  list  was  corapletod,  it  would 
be  so  bulky  that  it  would  be  unwieldy  to  handle.    The  difficulty  of  applying 
the  suggested  procedure  in  Philadelphia  County  is  discussed  later^    It  is 
conceded  tVat,  in  counties  with  very  large  case  loads,  it  may  be  impracti- 
cable to  malce  up  and  circulate  lists  any  oftener  than  every  two  or  three 
months. 

The  thing  requiring  consideration  after  the  preparation  of  the 
lists  is  their  circulation  among  employers  and  the  obtaining  of  earnings  of 
anyone  on  the  list.    There  are  two  possible  methods  for  obtaining  earnings: 
One  is  for  the  employer  to  have  his  clerks  check  his  payroll  against  the  list 
left  with  him;  the  other  is  to  have  an  employee  of  the  Industrial  Contact 
Department  do  the  checking.    As  the  suggested  method  of  circulating  lists 
was  the  one  emplojred  in  the  eligibility  investigations  discussed  in  Part  II, 
an  opportunity  was  afforded  for  getting  the  reactions  of  employers.  After 
explaining  the  nature  of  their  work,  field  investigators  offered  to  do  the 
actual  checking  or  to  leave  the  list  for  the  employer's  staff  to  check. 
In  nearly  every  instance  the  employers  offered  to  have  the  list  checked  by 
their  own  staff,    A  simple  form  was  left  with  the  employer  on  which  to  enter 
any  earnings  discovered,    ISany  employers  commented  favorably  upon  the  sim- 
plicity of  the  plan. 

If  the  suggested  changes  in  Industrial  Contact  Department  pro- 
cedure were  inaugurated  and  the  monthly  submission  of  the  list  made  the  only 
occasion  on  which  employers  were  asked  to  do  anything,  or  to  give  any  in- 
formation, it  is  believed  that  a  large  percentage  of  employers  would  gladly 
check  the  lists.    They  would  be  relieved  of  supplying  names  of  all  employees 
hired,  discharged,  and  laid  off,  and  answering  numerous  requests  throughout 
each  month  for  earnings  of  particular  employees.    If  certain  employers  re- 
fused to  do  the  checking,  it  v/ould  be  necessary  for  an  employee  of  the  In- 
dustrial Contact  Department  to  do  it.    The  attention  of  the  reader  is  called 
to  the  fact  that  with  a  list  of  3,000  cases,  and  a  payroll  of  200  employees, 
it  is  necessary  to  check  only  200  names.    The  alphabetizing  of  the  list 
makes  this  possible. 
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After  earnings  are  discovered  it  is  a  simple  matter  to  transmit 
them  to  the  visitors.    Supplied  with  actual  earnings  of  cases,  visitors  will 
be  in  a  position  to  know  whether  or  not  their  cases  are  eligible. 

Philadelphia  County  is  the  county  in  which  the  suggested  procedure 
would  prove  most  difficult  to  apply,    A  list  of  approximately  58,000  cases 
would  undoubtedly  be  unwieldy.    Even  though  an  employer  had  a  payroll  of 
only  200  employees  to  check,  he  would  look  askance  at  a  list  so  large.  In 
this  county  probably  most  of  the  checking  would  have  to  be  done  by  Indus- 
trial Contact  Department  employees  and  it  would  have  to  be  done  in  a  reason- 
ably short  length  of  time  to  be  of  most  benefit.    This  would  mean  that  the 
staff  of  this  Department  should  be  increased  to  the  point  that  it  could 
handle  the  volume  of  work  necessary. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  case  load  in  Philadelphia  County  can  be 
very  substantially  reduced  if  the  foregoing  suggested  procedure  is  followed. 
In  support  of  our  belief  we  offer  the  following: 

1.    Reference  to  Exhibit  mi  will  reveal  that  during  the 
week  ending  Juno  1,  1935,  there  were  101,145  cases  receiving 
relief  in  this  county »    During  the  week  ending  May  30,  1936, 
there  were  58,843  cases  receiving  relief,  and  43,171  cases  on 
payrolls  of  the  Works  Progress  Administration  who  had  pre- 
viously been  on  the  county  relief  rolls.    The  combined  total 
of  both  agencies  was  102,014  as  compared  with  the  case  load 
of  101,145  for  the  previous  year.    In  other  words,  there  were 
869  or  0.9  per  cent  more  cases  after  a  year  during  which  the 
remainder  of  the  State  showed  a  decrease  of  50,123  cases,  or  ... 
11.36  per  cent.    The  percentage  of  decrease  in  Allegheny 
County  during  the  year  was  15.5, 

2e    As  of  June  S7,  1936,  the  case  load  in  Philadelphia 
County  comprised  one-third  of  the  case  load  in  the  entire 
State.    During  the  week  ended  Juiic  27,  1936,  payments  to  re- 
lief cases  in  this  County  totaled  $452,113,41,    Any  reduction 
of  case  load  made  in  this  County  will  noticeably  reduce  state- 
wide expenditures, 

3.    YIe  have  not  been  in  the  Industrial  Contact  Department 
of  this  County  but  were  informed  that,  although  copies  of 
payrolls  of  most  of  the  large  industries  are  secured  regu- 
larly, no  attempt  has  been  made  to  cover  all  industries  due 
to  the  magnitude  of  the  task.    Earnings  are  secured  for^ spe- 
cific cases  upon  specific  requests  of  visitors.    If  it  is 
possible  to  find  7.6  per  cent  of  the  cases  ineligible  in  the 
Sharon  District  of  Mercer  County,  where  the  Industrial  Con- 
tact Department  was  attempting  complete  coverage,  it  would 
appear  that  a  larger  percentage  could  be  discovered  in  Phila- 
delphia County.    People  are  no  more  honest  in  Philadelphia 
than  they  are  in  Sharon.    Neither  can  reliance  be  placed  upon 
"the  relationship  established  with  the  client  by  the  visitor" 
because  this  relationship  had  its  chance  in  Sharon,  backed 
up  by  an  Industrial  Contact  Department. 
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4,  The  reader  is  referred  to  Exhibit  XVIII.    It  will  be 
noted  that,  based  on  the  average  reinvestigations  per  visitor 
during  the  five  weeks  ended  June  6,  1936,  it  would  require  an 
average  of  seven  weeks  before  the  average  visitor  would  cover 
her  case  load,  as  of  that  date.    The  state-wide  average  was 
3,9  weeks.    It  will  be  further  noted  that  the  visitors  in 
Philadelphia  County,  with  the  most  concentrated  case  load  of 
any  county  in  the  State,  made  an  average  of  only  16  reinvesti- 
gations per  week  as  compared  with  a  state-wide  average  of  23 
per  week.    During  this  same  period  visitors  in  Allegheny  County 
made  an  average  of  29  reinvestigations  per  week. 

5.  Finally,  there  is  an  extremely  large  number  of  single 
individuals  receiving  relief  in  Philadelphia  County.  Follow- 
ing is  a  tabulation  secured  from  the  Research  and  Statistics 
Department  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration: 


Moi^mi 

AVERAGE  CASES 

faj/hly 

NON-FAI/JLY 

TOTAL 

January,  1936 

52,138 

23,508 

75,646 

February 

47,315 

22,270 

69,535 

March 

45,935 

23,331 

69,266 

April 

39,213 

22,230 

61,443 

May- 

37,596  * 

21,617  * 

59,213 

June 

36,968  * 

21,441 

58,409 

*  Estimate  based  on  report  for  one  week  during  month. 


In  June,  1936,  almost  37  per  cent  of  the  entire  case  load  consisted 
of  non-family  individuals.    The  presence  of  so  many  single  individuals  in 
the  case  load  would  appear  to  raise  some  question  as  to  its  soundness.  These 
individuals  are  not  boiand  by  family  ties,  they  do  not  have  the  family  in- 
fluence which  woxild  ordinarily  tend  to  make  them  more  dependable  citizens, 
and  they  are  extremely  mobile.    Add  to  this  the  fact  that  visitors  see  them 
on  an  average  of  only  once  every  seven  weeks. 

Another  service  performed  by  Industrial  Contact  Departments  in  the 
various  counties  and  areas  of  the  state  is  that  of  obtaining  information 
concerning  bank  accounts  and  postal  savings.    These  two  sources  of  informa- 
tion are  customarily  checked  only  for  specific  cases,  upon  specific  requests 
by  visitors.     Occasionally,  in  some  counties,  a  complete  clearance  of  all 
cases  receiving  relief  is  sometimes  made.    Complete  clearances  made  in  the 
past  for  these  items  have  been  found  less  productive  than  information  on 
industrial  earnings.    Postal  savings,  particularly,  have  not  proved  very 
fruitful. 

Application  of  the  suggestion  of  making  monthly  lists  and  clearing 
them  with  industries  will  undoubtedly  have  to  be  modified  somewhat  for  bank 
accounts  and  postal  savings.    The  lists  would  be  available  each  month  for 
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use  in  obtaining  industrial  earnings.    The  sane  lists  could  be  used  for 
clearance  with  banks  and  post  offices.    How  often  this  should  be  done  would 
have  to  be  determined  by  each  Executive  Director,  based  on  results  of  the 
previous  clearance.    The  important  point  is  that  the  lists  are  already  avail, 
able  without  any  additional  work.    Under  the  present  system  whenever  a  com- 
plete clearance  is  desired,  lists  have  to  be  made  up  for  that  purpose. 


STANDARDS  FOR  VISITORS 

As  of  November  12,  1935,  a  study  was  made  of  case  records^of 
1,502  active  cases  in  seventeen  areas  and  three  counties,  to  determine  the 
extent  of  investigation  by  visitors  and  clients'  assets  and  income.  The 
case  record  of  each  case  was  carefully  read  and  forms  prepared  showing  the 
extent  to  which  six  different  items  had  been  investigated.    Supervisors  in 
each  district  office  were  asked  to  sign  the  forms  as  confirmation  that  our 
findings  were  correct.    Gases  selected  were  evenly  distributed  over  all  the 
districts  in  each  county  or  area.    In  all,  55  counties  were  tested,  and  the 
case  load  of  these  counties  at  that  time  represented  approximately  81  per 
cent  of  the  case  load  in  the  entire  state.    Cases  used  for  the  study  repre- 
sented approximately  0.5  per  cent  of  the  total  case  load  in  the  respective 
counties  and  areas  covered.    All  cases  were  selected  absolutely  at  random 
frcm  case  ledger  cards  on  file.    The  results  of  this  study  are  presented 
in  Exhibit  XVI. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  state-wide  average  extent  of  investi- 
gation was  as  follows: 

EXTEIW  OF 
INVESTIGATION 
AS  SHOTO  BY 
CASE  RECORDS 
PER  CENT 

Postal  Savings  1.7 
B'anks  and  Trust  Companies  13.2 
Industrial  Payrolls  53.3 
Public  Records  4.9 
Insurance  Agencies  5,1 
Bureau  of  Motor  Vehicles  0.7 


It  will  be  understood  that  the  per  cent  of  investigation  was  the 
extent  to  which  visitors  verified  through  the  above  independent  sources, 
facts  concerning  their  clients.    Mention  in  the  case  record,  for  example, 
that  a  case  stated  he  had  no  money  in  the  bank,  was  not  countied  an  investi- 
gation.   Mention  that  the  visitor  or  the  Industrial  Contact  Department  had 
checked  the  case  with  a  bank  was  counted.    The  study  could  be  based  only  on 
what  was  recorded  in  the  case  records.    If  visitors  or  the  Industrial  Contact 
Department  had  chocked  any  of  the  above  items  and  it  was  not  recorded  in  the 
case  record,  it  would  not  have  been  counted. 
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The  six  items  shown  above  were  selected  for  the  test  because  they 
were  mentioned  in  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration  procedure  as  possible 
sources  of  information  in  determining  the  eligibility  of  applicants.    Due  to 
the  difficulty  of  checking,  and  the  relative  nonproductiveness  when  checked, 
it  was  not  exTDected  that  the  percentage  of  investigation  would  be  very  large 
for  any  of  the  items  except    Industrial  Payrolls,  and  Banks  and  Trust  Com- 
panies.   For  these  two  items  we  gave  full  credit  for  a  case  checked  once  with 
any  bank,  and  once  with  any  employer ,    With  this  in  mind,  the  above  percent- 
ages indicate  that  the  extent  of  verification  of  these  two  items  as  of  Novem- 
ber 12,  1935,  should  have  been  considerably  greater  than  it  was. 

If  the  reader  is  interested  in  variations  among  counties  and  areas, 
he  is  referred  to  Exliibit  XVI, 

Act  of  1935,  P.  L,  254,  approved  May  29,  1935,  required  persons 
applying  for  or  receiving  relief  to  furnish  an  application,  affidavit,  and 
a  bond,  without  surety,  in  the  amount  of    500. 00, 

As  part  of  the  study  of  1,502  case  records  already  described,  it 
was  decided  to  determine  to  what  extent  applications,  bonds,  and  affidavits 
were  lacking  or  improperly  filled  out  for  these  cases.    In  addition  to  these 
three  formis,  the  form  Authorization  for  Information  Concerning  Finances  was 
included.    The  latter  form  is  used  as  an  authorization  when  securing  infor- 
mation concerning  bank  accounts  and  postal  savings.    The  extent  to^which^ 
these  four  forms  were  lacking  or  improperly  prepared  is  presented  in^Exhibit 
Xvil,    Improper  preparation  is  explained  by  the  footnote  on  this  exhibit. 

Following  is  a  tabulation  presenting  the  state-wide  average  extent 
to  which  these  forms  were  lacking  or  improperly  prepared: 

E}CrENT  TO  miCH  FORMS 
TORE  LACKING  OR 
IMPROPERLY  PREPARED 

Fcmis  PER  CEi^rr 

Application  5,7 

Affidavit  22.8 

Bond  14.8 
Authorization  for  Information 

Concerning  Finances  34,8 


Supervisors  in  the  various  districts  were  given  every  opportunity 
to  produce  these  forms,  whether  or  not  they  were  in  the  case  records.  There 
appears  to  be  no  reason  why  all  counties  and  areas  should  not  have  had  almost 
a  perfect  record  on  all  of  these  forms.    Some  counties  stated  that  they  had 
not  placed  much  emphasis  on  the  Authorization  for  Information  Concerning 
Finances  because  they  had  been  able  to  obtain  information  from  banks  without 
it.    It  is  pointed  out  that  this  would  generally  be  impossible  in  the  case 
of  national  banks  and  postal  savings.    Also,  there  is  a  psychological  effect 
derived  from  asking  applicants  to  sign  the  form  which  is  probably  sufficient 
reason  for  insisting  on  the  form,  even  where  generally  not  needed. 
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If  the  reader  is  interested  in  variations  among  counties  and  areas, 
ho  is  referred  to  Exhibit  XVII, 

Exhibit  XYIII  reflects  by  counties  and  areas  the  average  case  load 
per  visitor  as  of  J^jne  6,  1936;  average  investigations  per  visitor,  per  week, 
during  the  five  weeks  ended  June  6,  1936;  and  the  average  number  of ^weeks  re- 
quired to  reinvestigate  cases  receiving  relief  as  of  that  date.    This  ex- 
hibit was  prepared  from  records  and  reports  on  file  in  the  Research  and  Sta- 
tistics, and  Personnel  Divisions  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration, 
We  made  no  attempt  to  verify  the  figures  but  accepted  them  as  reflected  by 
the  records  and  reports. 

It  will  be  noted  that  the  average  case  load  per  visitor  as  of  June 
6,  1936,  was  89  cases.    The  average  case  load  in  the  various  counties  and 
areas  ranged  from  37  in  Potter  County  to  108  in  Lancaster  County,    The  aver- 
age number  of  reinvestigations  per  week,  per  visitor  was  S3,    The  average    ■  - 
number  of  weeks  required  for  visitors  to  reinvestigate  their  case  loads  as 
of  June  5,  1936,  based  on  the  average  reinvestigations  per  week  dui'ing  the 
previous  five  weeks,  was  3.9  weeks. 

The  case  loads  per  visitor  may  be  tabulated  as  follows: 


COTO^TIES 

CASE  LOAD 

OR  AREAS 

PER  VISITOR 

1 

30-4ri 

1 

41-50 

2 

51-60 

4 

61-70 

4 

71-80 

11 

81-90 

5 

91-100 

 2 

101-108 

30 

From  the  above  tabulation  it  would  appear  that  many  of  the  counties 
and  areas  were  considerably  overstaffed  at  June  6,  1936, 

This  is  further  indicated  by  the  fact  that,  on  the  basis  of  average 
reinvestigations  during  the  fiA^e  weeks  ended  June  6,  1936,  14  of  the  30  coun- 
ties or  areas  would  require  less  than  three  weeks  to  reinvestigate  their 
entire  case  load,  7  less  than  two  and  one-half  weeks,  and  2  less  than  twe 
v/eeks.    Four  weeks  is  generally  regarded  as  a  proper  time  between  visits. 

It  is  true  that  during  a  period  of  a  declining  case  load  the  visiting 
staff  cannot  be  reduced  in  exactly  the  same  ratio  as  the  case  load  recedes, 
Hov/evor,  of  all  employees,  visitors  should  be  one  of  the  first  types  to  bo  re- 
leased.   Their  work  is  directly  dependent  upon  the  case  load.    It  should  also 
be  possible  to  anticipate  the  reduced  case  load  to  a  certain  extent  and,  in 
this  way,  keep  mere  of  a  balance  between  cases  and  visitors  than  existed  at 
June  6,  1936. 
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Another  type  of  information  can  be  derived  from  Exhibit  XYIII,  It 
will  be  noted  that  visitors  in  Philadelphia  County  averaged  only  4  investiga- 
tions of  applications,  and  16  reinvestigations  per  week,  as  compared  with 
the  state-wide  average  af  6,  and  23,  respectively.    Allegheny  County  averaged 
3    and  29,  respectively.    Potter  County,  with  a  scattered  case  load,  averaged 
5   and  S3,  respectively.    Area  No.  17,  consisting  of  Bedford  and  Blair  Coun- 
ties, averaged  only  8  reinvestigations  per  week  but  this  was  because  of  the 
unusually  large  number  of  applications  investigated  during  the  period.  This 
accounts  for  the  10.6  weeks  required  by  this  area  to  reinvestigate  its  case 
load. 

The  fact  that  a  county  like  Philadelphia,  with  a  concentrated  case 
load,  makes  less  investigations  per  visitor  than  almost  any  other  county  or 
area  in  the  state,  should  be  given  some  serious  consideration  by  the  State 
Emergency  Relief  Administration.    It  appears  that  some  standards  are  needed 
whereby  performance  by  visitors  in  the  various  counties  and  areas  can  be  ad- 
ministratively controlled.    It  is  not  reasonable  that  Philadelphia  County 
should  be  so  low  in  investigations  per  visitor.    It  should  be  the  highest 
county  in  the  state  in  this  respecis. 


VISITORS'  TIME  SPSOT  IN  OFFICE 


It  has  been  noted,  when  working  in  district  relief  offices,  that 
visitors  spend  at  least  half  of  their  time  in  the  office. 

We  obtained  a  copy  of  reports  on  studies  made  by  the  Methods  and 
Systems  Division  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration,  dealing  with 
this  subject.    The  res^alts  are  tabulated  as  follows: 


AREA 
STUTIED 

16 
16 
16 
16 


DISTRICT 
OFFICE  STJDISD 

Norri  stown 
Norri  st  own 
Pott  stown 
Doyle stown 


DATE  PERCENTAGE  «F  TUCE 

OF  STUDY       YTSTTCRS  aT'ELIT  IN  OFFICE 


May,  1935 
November,  1935 
November,  1935 
November,  1935 


63.95 
72,91 
72.56 
6C.49 


We  quote  part  of  the  report  on  the  November  studies: 
*  *  These  statistics  indicate  that  investigators  are  still  doing  mainly  a 
clerical  job.  *  *  *" . 

In  Exhibit  XIX  a  com.parison  is  presented  by  counties  and  areas  of 
local  Relief  Divisions'  actual  clerical  staffs,  and  canputed  clerical  staffs, 
with  the  combined  administrative  and  clerical  staffs  of  the  local.  Financial 
Divisions,  for  the  payroll  period  ended  May  31,  1936,    This  exhibit  was  pre- 
pared from  reports  obtained  from  the  Personnel  Division  of  the  State  Emergency 
Relief  Administration,    All  of  the  figures  were  accepted  without  verification. 
The  computed  clerical  staff  is  the  sum  of  the  actual  clerical  staff  and  one- 
half  of  the  visiting  and  interviewing  staff.    Considering  one-half,  or  50  per 
cent,  of  the  interviewing  and  visiting  staff  as  clerical  employees,  appears 
to  be  quite  conservative  in  view  of  the  results  of  the  foregoing  studies. 
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It  V7ill  be  noted  there  were  1,671  clerks  on  the  Relief  Division 
Staffs,  and  1,172  computed  clerical  employees,  making  a  total  of  2, B43^ com- 
puted clerical  workers.    The  combined  total  of  administrative  and  clerical 
employees  on  the  Financial  Divisions'  staffs  amounted  to  1,124  Employees. 
The  actual  clerical  staffs  of  the  Relief  Divisions  were  347  employees, _ or 
48.7  per  cent,  greater  than  the  combined  staffs  of  the  Financial  Divisions. 
The  computed  clerical  staffs  of  the  Relief  Divisions  were  1,719  employees, _ 
or  152.9  per  cent,  greater  than  the  combined  staffs  of  the  Financial  Divisions. 

There  appears  to  be  no  reason  why  there  should  be  so  much  clerical 
work  in  the  local  Relief  Divisions  that  it  would  require  152.9  per  cent  more 
clerical  employees  than  the  combined  number  of  administrative  and  clerical 
employees  of  the  local  Financial  Divisions,    The  local  Financial  ^visions 
record  all  relief  authorization  notices  and  discontinuances  coming  from  the 
Relief  Divisions,  write  all  orders  and  checks,  control  them,  post  them  to 
case  ledger  cards,  prepare  requisitions  for  payment,  maintain  all  accounting 
records  and  do  a  number  of  lesser  tasks.    It  is  true  that  more  of  the 
Financial  Divisions'  work  can  be  placed  on  a  mass  production  basis  and  thus 
expedited,  but  it  does  not  seem  reasonable  that  152.9  per  cent  more  employees 
are  needed  by  Relief  Divisions  because  of  this.    Reference  to  the  exhibit 
appears  to  prove  this«     Of  the  31  areas  and  counties,  17  Relief  Divisions^ 
had  less  than  100  per  cent  more  computed  clerical  workers  than  the  Financial 
Divisions'  staffs.    Had  Philadelphia  County  been  excluded,  the  percentage  ol 
excess  employees  would  have  been  120^2  per  cent  instead  of  152.9  per  cent. 
Philadelphia,  with  a  Financial  Division  staff  of  only  183  employees,  had  an 
actual  Relief  Division  clerical  staff  of  438  employees,  and  a  caaputed 
clerical  staff  of  771  employees.    The  computed  clerical  staff  was  321,3 
per  cent  greater  than  the  entire  Financial  Division  staff. 

The  time  spent  by  visitors  in  clerical  work,  in  view  of  the  number 
of  clerical  employees  in  the  local  Relief  Divisions,  is  something  which  de-^ 
serves  the  attention  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration.    The  varia- 
tions in  the  relationship  of  local  Relief  Divisions'  clerical  staffs  to  local 
Financial  Divisions'  staffs  is  also  something  which  appears  worthy  of  study. 
These  two  things  would  normally  be  expected  to  have  an  effect  upon  one  another, 
men  a  county  has  a  large  Relief  Division  clerical  staff,  it  would  appear 
that  visitors  should  be  able  to  make  more  investigations,  due  to  the  fact 
that  they  would  be  relieved  of  seme  clerical  work.    Comparison  of  Exhibits 
mil  and  XIX  will  indicate  that  it  has  not  worked  out  that  way  in  practice. 
For  example,  Philadelphia  County,  with  a  very  large  clerical  staff,  made  only 
20  investigations  per  visitor,  per  week.    Conversely,  Area  Number  2,  consist- 
ing of  Clinton,  Lycoming  and  Tioga  Counties,  with  a  relatively  small  clerical 
staff,  made  an  average  of  36  investigations  per  visitor,  per  week. 


PROSECUTION  OF  CASES  OBTAINING  RELIEF  THROUC-H  FRAUD  OR  MISREPRESENTATION 

On  August  21,  1935,  the  Executive  Director  of  the  State  Emergency 
Relief  Administration  established  a  report  to  be  submitted  monthly  by  local 
Executive  Directors  on  cases  discovered  obtaining  relief  through  fraud  or 
misrepresentation.    The  reports  were  to  start  with  the  month  of  July, 1935, 
and  were  to  show,  in  addition  to  monthly  figures,  cumulative  totals  to  date 
as  completely  as  they  could  be  obtained. 
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Cumulative  totals  contained  in  these  reports  to  January  31,  1936, 
are  presented  in  Exliibit  XXI,    This  was  the  last  month  for  which  complete 
reports  were  on  file.    We  did  not  verify  any  of  the  figures  shown  on  the 
reports,  but  accepted  them  as  reported. 

It  will  be  noted  that  from  the  inception  of  the  State  Emergency 
Relief  Board  to  January  31,  1936,  the  various  counties  reported  5,112  cases 
as  receiving  relief  in  the  amount  of  $553,328.87  through  fraud  or  misrepre- 
sentation,   A  sioramary  of  the  disposition  of  these  cases  follows: 


CASES 


No  Legal  Action  Taken  and  no  Restitution 

Agreements  Reached 
Restitution  Agreements  Reached  Without 

Presentation  to  District  Attorney 
Presented  to  District  Attorney  for 

Prosecution 


567 
4,292 

253 


TOTAL 


$  73,053.04 
435,462.26 


44.813.57 


^553,528.87 


Following  is  the  disposition  of  the  253  cases  presented  to  the 
District  Attorney: 


CASES 


AMOmSTT 


Action  Pending  as  of  January  31,  1936 
Restitution  Agreements  Reached  but 

Without  Court  Conviction 
Convictions 
Not  Guilty 


142  $  83,e68.86 

50  7,625.25 

55  12,085.56 

6  1,233.90 


TOTAL 


253 


^  44,813.57 


Collections  to  January  31,  1936,  from  cases  receiving  relief  through 
fraud  or  misrepresentations  are  shown  in  the  following  summary. 

CASES  AHIOTJNT 

Collected  Through  Agreement  Without 

Presentation  to  District  Attorney 
Collected  Through  Agreement  Without 

Court  Conviction  from  Cases 

Presented  to  District  Attorney 
Collections  Following  Conviction 

TOTAL  2,788  ^111,594,66 


2,707  $101,261. 20 

52  5,449.77 
 29  4,883.69 
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There  are  three  things  about  the  material  presented  in  Exhibit 
which  are  outstanding. 

1,  Thirteen  counties  reported  no  cases  discovered  obtaining 
relief  through  fraud  or  misrepresentation.  This  seems 
to  be  highly  improbable, 

g.     Of  the  5,112  cases  discovered,  only  253,  or  5  per  cent, 
were  presented  to  the  District  Attorney  for  prosecu- 
tion.   Of  the  67  counties,  only  26  counties  had  pre- 
sented cases  to  the  District  Attorney. 


3,    Of  the  253  cases  presented  to  the  District  Attorney, 
only  61  were  actually  prosecuted,  prosecutions 
occurred  in  only  12  of  the  67  counties. 

Prosecution  of  cases  of  this  type,  with  the  attendant  publicity, 
is  a  powerful  factor  in  keeping  relief  rolls  free  of  ineligible  cases.  The 
publicity  results  in  two  things:     It  causes  ineligible  cases  receiving  re- 
lief to  ask  to  be  discontinued,  and  it  causes  ineligible  cases  not  receiving 
relief  to  hesitate  about  trying  to  obtain  it. 

It  appears  that  to  January  31,  1936,  the  State  Emergency  Relief 
Administration  was  lax  in  not  prosecuting  more  cases  known  to  have  obtained 
relief  through  fraud  or  misrepresentation. 

It  would  also  appear  that  sufficient  emphasis  is  not  placed  upon 
prosecutions  at  the  present  time.    The  report  from  which  Exhibit  XXI  was 
prepared  was  discontinued  on  June  12,  1936,  in  favor  of  a  report  which  is 
of  no  value  whatsoever  from  the  standpoint  of  controlling  prosecutions.  ^ 
Had  these  reports  been  continued,  they  could  have  been  used  administratively 
for  the  purpose  of  having  prosecutions  under  way  in  as  many  counties  as 
possible  every  month. 


SUGGESTED  PLAN  OF  REORGAIIIZATION  IN  LOCAL  EIvERGENCY  RELIEF-  ADMINISTRATIONS 

All  thirty  of  the  Local  Emergency  Relief  Administrations  are  divided 
into  Relief  Divisions  and  Financial  Divisions^    The  Relief  Divisions  determine 
who  is  eligible  for  relief  and  how  much  relief  they  are  to  be  granted.  It 
is  the  social  service  unit  of  the  Local  Administrations,    The  Financial ^ Divi- 
sion issues  relief  to  persons  in  the  amounts  authorized  by  the  Relief  Division. 
The  Financial  Division  is  responsible  for  the  maintenance  of  all  financial 
records. 

Of  the  thirty  local  Emergency  Relief  Divisions  at  Juno  30,  1936, 
twenty  had  no  person  within  the  organization  who  was  administratively  re- 
sponsible for  both  of  the  aforesaid  Divisions,    The  Relief  Divisions  in  the 
Local  Administrations  were  controlled  by  the  Relief  Division  of  the  State 
Emergency  Relief  Administration.    The  Financial  Divisions  in  the  Local  Ad- 
ministrations were  controlled  by  the  Financial  Division  of  the  State  Emer- 
gency Relief  Administration, 
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This  remote  control  does  not  appear  to  be  good  organization.  One 
person  should  be  responsible  for  the  operations  of  each  Local  Emergency 
Relief  Administration,    This  would  tend  towards  strengthening  cooperation 
and  harmony  between  the  two  Divisions,  and  would  place  a  person  in  each 
Administration  who  would  be  in  a  position  to  make  decisions  without  con- 
tacting Harrisburg. 

In  our  opinion,  there  should  not  only  be  one  person  responsible 
for  the  activities  of  each  Local  Administration,  but  that  man  should  be  a 
business  man. 

The  relief  prograra  is  the  biggest  business  in  which  the  Common- 
wealth of  Pennsylvania  is  engaged,  yet  it  is  directly  in  the  hands  of  social 
service  workers  rather  than  business  men. 

The  head  of  the  Financial  Division  in  each  county  is  titled 
Comptroller.    As  a  matter  of  fact  the  position  resolves  itself  into  keep- 
ing accurate  financial  records.    The  Relief  Division  tells  him  to  whom  and 
in  what  amounts  he  is  to  issue  relief.    Visitors,  who  actually  detenaine 
who  is  to  get  relief  and  how  much,  are  supervised  by  social  service  workers. 
These  supervisors  are  in  turn  supervised  by  a  social  service  worker  known 
as  the  County  or  Area  Supervisor.    The  Executive  Director  in  the  various 
counties  or  areas  may  or  may  not  be  a  social  service  worker.    In  either 
event,  he  is  expected  to  consult  with  the  County  or  Area  Supervisor  before 
making  any  important  decisions  as  to  relief  policy.    In  addition  to  this, 
field  representatives  of  the  State  Relief  Division  who  are  social  service 
workers,  visit  the  various  Executive  Directors  and  Supervisors  and  play 
their  part  in  establishing  policies. 

There  is  unquestionably  an  import.ant  place  for  social  service  ^ 
work  in  an  organization  of  the  type  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Adminis- 
tration.    It  is  our  opinion,  however,  that  it  should  be  a  secondary  or  ad- 
visory place,  rather  than  a  dominant  one. 

UNEIvPLOYABLSS 

In  August,  1935,  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration  made 
a  survey  of  unemployable s  on  relief  rolls. 

The  classified  siEomary  resulting  from  this  survey  was  as  follows: 

PERSONS 

Eligible  for  Special  State  Aid 

Mothers'  Assistance  6,562 
Old  Age  Assistance  5,936 
Pensions  for  the  Blind  ^32  IS, 730 

Eligible  for  County  Aid 

County  Poor  Boards  59 , 079 

TOTAL  PERSONS  51.809 
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The  51,809  persons  comprised  24,358  cases, 

Ytoile  it  is  not  Imovm  exactly  how  many  unemployable s  are  on  relief 
rolls  today  it  would  appear  from  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration's 
Bulletin  for  the  first  quarter  of  1936,  that  the  situation  has  not  changed 
materially. 

We  quote  this  Bulletin  as  follows: 

M  *  *  *  From  these  surveys  and  certain  more  recent  data,  it  seems 
safe  to  assume  two  facts  about  the  problem: 

(1)  It  has  not  changed  greatly  during  the  past 
year,  either  with  respect  to  the  total  nuraber  of  cases 
involved  or  the  counties  in  which  most  of  the  cases 
are  to  be  found, 

(2)  The  characteristics  of  the  unemployable  case 
load,  as  deterrained  in  August,  1935,  may  be  taken  as 
equally  true  of  cases  in  this  category  today.*  *  " 

It  would  seen  from  this  that  the  nmnber  of  unemployables  will  remain 
practically  constant  unless  some  decisive  action  is  taken. 

Special  state  aid  in  the  form  of  Mothers'  Assistance,  Old  Age 
Assistance,  and  Pensions  for  the  Blind  is  dependent  upon  appropriations  made 
to  the  Department  of  i7elf are .    It  would  appear  that  sufficient  appropriations 
should  bo  made  to  this  Department  to  relieve  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Adr.iin- 
istration  of  these  cases, 

Dhomployables  eligible  for  aid  from.  County  Poor  Boards  are  defi- 
nitely the  responsibility  of  the  various  counties.     It  appears  that  the  only 
way  by  which  unemployment  relief  rolls  will  be  cleared  of  these  persons  is 
to%et  a  date  and  notify  the  various  counties  that  relief  will  be  discon- 
tinued to  these  persons  at  that  date.    In  our  opinion,  this  should  be  done. 
After  the  relief  rolls  are  cleared  of  these  persons,  emxployability  should 
be  strictly  enforced  as  a  prerequisite  to  granting  relief. 

In  Exhibit  XX,  comparison  is  made  by  counties  between  the  number 
of  persons  eligible  for  Poor  Board  care  at  the  tine  of  the  August,  1935, 
survey,  and  contributions  by  local  political  subdivisions  to  State  Emergency 
Relief  Administration  work  projects  during  the  year  ended  May  31,  1935, 

It  will  be  noted  that  these  contributions,  which  were  reported  by 
the  local  political  subdivisions,  amounted  to  $8,932,083,08.    On  the  basis 
of  §100.00  per  year  per  person,  which  is  approximately  what  the  State  Emier- 
gency  Relief  Administration  allows,  and  more  than  what  the  average  Poor 
Board  would  allow,  these  contributions  would  have  supported  89,283  persons. 
This  is  50,209  more  persons  than  were  eligible  for  Poor  Board  aid  in  August, 
1935.    Cameron,  Clearfield,  Eric,  and  Philadelphia  Counties  were  the  only 
ones  for  which  contributions  to  work  projects,  if  applied  to  taking  care  of 
unemployables,  would  not  have  talcen  care  of  them  for  one  year. 
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The  fact  that  counties  could  in  one  year  contribute  $8,932,083,08 
to  work  relief  projects  irould  appear  to  indicate  that,  t7hen  the  cause  is 
satisfactory,  money  can  be  found. 

The  crux  of  the  situation  is  in  Philadelphia  County.    Of  the  39,079 
persons  eligible  for  aid  from  County  Poor  Boards,  18,853  of  them  vrere  in 
Philadelphia,    The  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration's  Bulletin  for  the 
first  quarter  of  1936  is  again  quoted: 

"  *  *  *  The  effect  of  the  lack  of  other  public  funds  and  adminis- 
trative machinery  is  particularly  apparent  in  Philadelphia,  nhero  four-fifths 
of  the  population  resides  in  a  poor  district  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
city  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  uhich  grants  virtually  no  outdoor  relief, 
while  the  remaining  fifth  of  the  population  resides  in  six  independent  poor 
districts  with  varying  policies  and  resources,  *  *  * 

It  would  appear  that  tho  State  Emergency  Belief  Administration 
should  not  be  burdened  with  Philadelphia' s  unemployable s  because  the  city 
Department  of  Public  Welfare  grants  virtually  no  outdoor  relief.    That  is  a 
problem  for  Philadelphia  to  v;ork  out. 

Attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that  if  decisive  action  is  taken 
on  Poor  Board  cases,  and  appropriations  provided  to  the  Department  of  Welfare 
to  care  for  relief  cases  eligible  for  Mothers'  Assistance,  Old  Age  Assis- 
tance, and  Pensions  for  the  Blind,  approximately  24,358  cases  or  51,809 
persons  will  be  stricken  from  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration's 
relief  rolls.    On  the  basis  of  the  case  load  as  of  July  4,  1936,  this  would 
mean  a  reduction  in  cases  of  14  per  cent,  and  in  persons  of  9  per  cent. 
The  fact  that  the  percentage  of  reduction  for  persons  is  less  than  for  cases 
is  accounted  for  by  the  fact  that  unemployables  averaged  only  2,1  persons 
per  case  while  the  total  case  load  averaged  3.3  persons  per  case. 


mSCELLAMEOUS 

In  Exhibit  XXII  a  comparison  is  presented  between  cases  receiving 
relief  from  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration  during  the  week  ended 
June  1,  1935,  and  the  combined  number  of  cases  receiving  State  Emergency 
Relief  Administration  direct  relief  and  Works  Progress  Administration  work 
relief  diiring  the  week  ended  May  30,  1935,    Figures  for  cases  receiving 
Works  Progress  Administration  work  relief  were  obtained  from  a  report  of 
that  organization.    They  represented  cases  on  their  payrolls  who  were  taken 
from  relief  rolls  of  the  State  Emergency  Relief  Administration.  While 
originally  taken  from  direct  relief  rolls,  it  is  not  known  how  many  of  these 
cases  would  be  eligible  for  direct  relief  if  they  were  released  by  the  VTorks 
Progress  Administration, 

An  attempt  was  made  to  obtain  figures  by  counties  showing  employ- 
ment statistics  in  May,  1935,  and  May,  1936,  for  comparison  with  increases 
and  decreases  of  the  relief  loads  in  the  various  counties.    This  information 
could  not  be  obtained.    However,  the  reader  can  use  Exhibit  XXII  by  checking 
his  personal  knowledge  of  the  change  in  employment  in  any  county  with  which 
he  is  familiar,  with  the  change  in  relief  load. 
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D^LIGIBILITY.  CMINUSD 

It  TTill  te  noted  that  the  combined  relief  roll  during  the  neek 

ended  May  30,  1936,  was  50,123  cases,  or  11.36  per  cent,  less  than  that 

dSrIng  the  w^ek  ended  June\,  1935.  Of  the  67  counties,  59  showed  decreases 
while  8  showed  increases. 


CONCLUSION.  n^LICrlBILITY  PROBLEM 

In  our  opinion,  the  suggested  change  in  Industrial  Contact  Depart- 
ment procedure,  establislunent  of  starxdards  for  the  purpose  of  administra- 
tively controlling  work  done  by  visitors,  concentration  on  the  problem  oi 
visitors'  time  spent  in  office  work,  more  vigorous  policy  with  respect  to 
prosecution  of  cases  obtaining  relief  through  fraud  and  misrepre sensation, 
chanp-e  in  organization  of  Local  Emergency  Relief  Administrations  with  a 
business  man  in  charge,  ejid  decisive  action  in  clearing  relief  rolls  oi 
unemployables,  will  substantially  reduce  the  present  case  load  of  the  btato 
Emergency  Relief  Administration. 


-  18  - 


1  ■■  i' 


